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gituation, as well as in other ecivil rights
areas. The proposal which I support thus
emphasizes preventive rather than punitive
actlon in the matter covered in the adminis-
tration bill, Since injunctions can be en-
forced by contempt proceedings, I feel that
such an approach is far more effective than
the limited usefulness of criminal action.

VOTING RECORDS

Both the administration and Johnson pro-
posals, while differing in given respects,
make provision for inspection of voting
records.

I shall support an adequately written pro-
posal and on the basis of the legislation at
hand it is my belief that the administration
bill offers a better approach in that there
would be less delay in obtaining voting rec-
ords where discrimination in voting has
been charged, and it also contains the pro-
viso that such records must be kept for 3
years; the Johnson proposal does not, thus
not touching on the problem of the destruc-
tion of records. In addition, the latter pro-
posal has a more limited application of the
subpena power to obtain such records.

CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION

Here again, the adminlstration and John-
son proposals contain a feature not incorpo-
rated in the Douglas-Javits-Celler proposal:
That is, the continuation of the Civil Rights
Commission for 2 years in the administration
bill, and until 80 days after January 31, 1961,
in the Johnson measure.

I think it is important that the work of
the Commission continue, but that it would
be a grave error to claim that such a con-
tinuation makes additional legislation in the
civil rights area unnecessary.

It i1a important to consider strengthening
the Commission by authorizing it to investi-
gate all denials of civil rights because of
race, color, religion, or national origin.

ANTIBOMBING
‘While antibombing provisions are not con-
tained in the Douglas-Javits-Celler bill, I
think it should be noted that I and many
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supporters of this specific proposal have in-
troduced separate legislation. The admin-
istration proposal and the Johnson measure
both contain provisions in this matter.

Mr. Chairman, I shall not go into a com-
parison of how these measures differ, but I
do wish to comment that I have introduced
legislation which includes residential prop-
erty in its provisions. This provision has not
been incorporated in several of the measures
that will be consldered.

I am hopeful that effective antibombing
legislation will be achieved in this Congress.

CHILDREN OF MILITARY PERSONNEL

The administration proposal authorizes
the Commissioner of Education to operate
schools for children of members of the armed
services where local schools are not operating
as a result of deflance of the Supreme Court's
decisions. It also provides that a school
constructed in the future, built in whole or
in part with Federal funds, may be taken
over by the Federal Government for opera-
tion with the latter paying the State rent in
line with the State’s investment.

The proposal has, in my opinion, certain
defects: First, if the goal in administration
thinking is only to take care of children of
Federal personnel, why limit it to the chil-
dren of members of the armed services? Why
not include other Federal employees? Second
the provision with respect to schools con-
structed under the impacted areas program
would be of limited effect, since it would
apply only to future construction; thus it
would not apply to previously constructed
schools. And, finally, the approach offers no
provisions relating to desegregating impacted
area schools.

I bring to the attention of the committee
the fact that the Douglas-Javits-Celler meas~
ure has broader application in dealing with
closed schools since Federal funds would be
offered to local communities where the State
has withdrawn school payments; in addition
the stronger provisions relating to school de-
segregation also make the approach more
effective.
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EQUAL JOB OFFPORTUNITY

The administration propose that Congress
create a Commission on Equal Job Oppor-
tunity Under Government Contracts, similar
to the present Committee established by
Executive order. The statutory duties and
functions granted to the Commission would
not differ greatly from those now exercised
by the committee, except that it would be
able to make its own investigations and con-
duet hearings.

While I think this approach could be
strengthened, for example, by providing such
a commission with subpena power, I would
hope that creation of such a commission
would be another factor in the further dimi-
nution of job discrimination by companies
holding Government contracts.

My real concern, however, is that this is
only a small part of the concept of equal
job opportunity for all. I am proud to state
that I have introduced legislation that would
prohibit diserimination by companies and
labor organizations because of race, color,
creed, or national origin, While my proposal
will not come before this committee, I merely
want to apprise the members of my thinking
in the matter.

CONCILIATION SERVICE

Reference has already been made to Sen-
ator JoHNSON’S proposal to conciliate dis-
agreements by establishing a community re-
lations service. I only wish to pose this
question: Will this approach hamper en-
forcement?

Will conciliation, at the level it is pro-
posed, be a necessary prerequisite of judicial
action?

I wish to thank the Chairman and mem-
bers for their kind attention and to com-
mend the Committee on the Judiciary for
its desire to hold full and necessary hear-
ings on civil rights legislation.

May I merely add that I am pleased to
have been able to offer my comments and
to indicate my support; for the reasons I
pointed out, of the Civil Rights Act of 1959.
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THURrspAY, MarcH 12, 1959

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, God, amid all the voices
of this vast and varied world save us
from the supreme tragedy of missing
Thy call.

As in age after age men have heard
Thy voice, make us vividly conscious that
we, too, can hear it when silence falls
and we listen with reverent and obedi-
ent hearts.

Help us to know that not only in the
haunting beauty of the earth, but also in
the poignant want and woe of the
world’s needs, Thy voice to us is calling.

Turning aside for this dedicated
moment from the violence and turbu-
lence of human strife, we would hush
the words of the wise and the prattle of
the foolish. Rising above the deafening
prejudices of these embittered days, may
we be the hearers and doers of Thy
word and of Thy will. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, March 11, 1959, was dis-
pensed with,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the
?et_late by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
aries.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the follow-
ing committees or subcommittees were
authorized to meet during the sessions of
the Senate today:

The Subcommittee on Antitrust and
Monopoly of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

ORDER FOR RECESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at
12:25 p.m. the Chair may declare a re-
cess, subject to the call of the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, under the rule, there will be the
usual morning hour; and I ask unani-

mous consent that statements in con-
nection therewith be limited to 3 min-
utes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

REPORT OF NATIONAL INSTITUTE
OF ARTS AND LETTERS
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Assist-
ant Secretary, the National Institute of
Arts and Letters, New York, N.Y,, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of that
Institute, for the year 1958, which, with
the accompanying report, was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS

Petitions were presented and referred
as indicated:
By Mr. ANDERSON:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of New Mexico; to the Committee on
Finance:

“SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 8
“Joint memorial memorializing the President
of the United States, the Secretary nf In-
terior, the Speaker of the House and the
President of the Senate of the Congress of
the United States, and the New Mexico
congressional delegation to review and re-
vise the policies which permit the exces-
sive importation of petroleum into the
United States
“Whereas the entry into the United States
of excessive imports of foreign oil serves to
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inhibit the investment of funds for oil ex-
ploration in the continental and peninsular
United States; and
“Whereas the prompt discovery and orderly
development of adequate crude oil reserves
is essential to the continued well-being and
safety of the United States; and
“Whereas current importation policies
have contributed to a stagnation of invest-
ment in basic exploration and development
by major and independent oil companies of
the United States; and
“Whereas proven reserves in the United
States have failed to increase during the
recent period of heavy importation of crude
oils; and
“Whereas this condition is detrimental to
the economy and dangerous to the national
defense; and
“Whereas New Mexico is a western public
lands State which relies heavily upon the
normal development of its oll and gas re-
sources for the maintenance of its economy
and in which the industry is particularly
essential to the financing of its public
schools: Now, therefore, be it
“Resolved by the Legislature of the State
of New Mexzico, That responsible officials of
the United States and the Congress and the
New Mexico delegation to Congress be re-
spectfully urged and encouraged to initiate
and continue all measures necessary to limit
the importation of crude oil to the end that
the domestic industry will be fostered and
developed; and be it further
“Resolved, That copies of this memorial be
delivered to the Honorable Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, President of the United States; the
Honorable Fred A. Seaton, Secretary of the
Department of the Interior; the Honorable
Richard M. Nixon, President of the Senate of
the United States Congress; and the Hon-
orable Sam Rayburn, Speaker of the House
of Representatives of the Congress of the
United States; and be it further
“Resolved, That copies of this memorial
be delivered to the Honorable DENNIS CHAVEZ
and the Honorable CriNTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senators from New Mexico; and the
Honorable JoE M. MoNTo¥YA and the Honor-
able THOMAS G. Morris, Representatives at
Large from the State of New Mexico.
“Ep V. MEAD,
“President, Senate.
“HaL THORNEERRY,
“Chief Clerk, Senate.
“MacK EASLEY,
“Speaker, House of Representatives,
“"ALBERT ROMERO,
“Chief Clerk, House of Representatives.
“Approved by me this 4th day of March
1959.
“JoHN BURROUGHS,
“Governor, State of New Mezico.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of New Mexico; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“HoUsg JOINT MEMORIAL 3

“Joint memorial memorializing the Congress
of the United States to decline passage of
a bill establishing a national wilderness
preservation system and designating cer-
tain areas to be maintained as a wilderness
“Whereas a bill is now under consideration

by the Congress of the United States, which

provides for useless and expensive regulations
concerning the maintenance of wilderness
areas and is generally burdensome upon the
people of New Mexico and of the United

States; and
“Whereas there is already an abundant

supply of wilderness reservations in the Fed-

eral lands; and

“Whereas maintenance of lands as a wil-
derness area would make scenic wonders of
the West inaccessible to many millions of
people, and, as well, make such areas prey
for insect pests and diseases, and, as well,
mact:e fire protection difficult and expensive;
an
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“Whereas it would encroach upon the wa-
ter rights of the Western States, and retard
their economic development; and

“Whereas the proposed National Wilder-
ness Preservation Council does not seem nec-
essary because it would duplicate and
complicate existing services now capably ad-
ministered; and

“Whereas the proposed legislation is pre-
mature until the Recreation Resources Re=-
view Commission has made its study of out-
door recreation needs and resources; and

“Whereas the proposed national wilderness
preservation system is especially detrimental
to New Mexico because of the unusually vast
amount of federally controlled land within
its boundaries; and

“Whereas this legislature and the respon-
slble officials of the State of New Mexico
recognize—

“That the social and economic welfare of
New Mexico is best served by the present
uses allowed of federally controlled land;

“That New Mexico has an abundance of
scenic wonders of which access would be de-
prived by the proposed legislation;

“That the proposed legislation is burden-
some and expensive to administer and will
cause great inconvenience and financial
hardship to the people of New Mexico;

“That the proposed legislation unduly re-
stricts the use of federally controlled lands,
and encroaches upon the water rights of
New Mexico: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, that the 24th Legislature of the
State of New Mexico, does hereby memori-
alize the Congress of the United States to
take such steps as are necessary to insure
that the proposed legislation or similar legis-
lation relating to establishing a national
willderness system and designating certain
areas to be maintained as a wilderness does
not become law; be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this memorial
be sent to the President of the United States,
the President of the U.S. Senate, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives of the United
States, and the Members of Congress, and
to such other officials as the Governor of
the State of New Mexico shall deem advis-
able.

“Ep V. MEap,
“President, Senate.
“HaL THORNEERRY,
“Chief Clerk, Senate.
“MAcCE EASLEY,
“Speaker, House of Representatives.
“ALBERT ROMERO,
“Chief Clerk, House of Representatives.

“Approved by me th’s 3d day of March,
1959.

“Joun BURROUGHS,
“Governor, State of New Mexico.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of New Mexico; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

“SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 9

“Joint memorial memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to further the examination and revision of
the powers of the Federal Power Commis-
sion which are erroneously purported to
authorize agency regulation of the well-
head and delivered prices of natural gas
“Whereas the natural gas industry now

supplies nearly one-quarter of the Nation's

energy requirements; and

“Whereas the ability of the industry to
find and develop the reserves necessary to
sustain this rate of beneficial and economic
use is hampered by arbitrary and discrimi-
natory regulatory practices which attempt
to treat the industry as a public utility; and

“Whereas the great variety of conditions
of geology, complex problems of gas recov-
ery and processing, and extreme variations

in extent and accessibility of markets im-

pose an impossible burden of factfinding,

adjudication, and price setting upon an
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agency which is ill-equipped for and which
was never established to cope with such a
complex task; and
“Whereas New Mexico ranks third among
the States in its reserves of natural gas; and
“Whereas unwise and unwarranted pricing
policies inhibit discovery and development
of new reserves: Now, therefore, be it
“Resolved by the Legislature of the State
of New Mexzxico, That the President of the
United BStates, the Presiding Officers of
the Congress, the chairman of the Com-
mittee of Interior and Insular Affairs of the
Senate, and the chairman of the Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee of the House
of Representatives be respectfully urged and
petitioned to further the revision of the
natural gas regulatory policies and powers
of the Federal Power Commission; and be
it further
“Resolved, That copies of this joint me-
morial be delivered to the Honorable Dwight
D. Eisenhower, President of the United
States; the Honorable Richard M. Nixon,
President of the Senate; the Honorable Sam
Rayburn, Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives; the Honorable Wayne N. Aspinall,
chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee of the House of Representatives;
the Honorable James E. Murray, chairman
of the Interior and Insular Affairs Commit-
tee of the U.S. Senate; and the New Mexico
congressional delegation.
“Ep V. MEAD,
“President, Senate.
“HaL THORNBERRY,
“Chief Clerk, Senate.
“MACK EASLEY,
“Speaker, House of Representatives.
“ALBERT ROMERD,
“Chief Clerk, House of Representatives.
“Approved by me this 4th day of March
959.

“JoHN BURROUGHS,
“Governor, State of New Mezico.”

(The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before
the Senate a Joint resolution of the Legisla-
ture of the State of New Mexico, identical
with the foregoing, which was referred to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.)

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of New Mexico; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry:

“House MEMORIAL 10

“Memorial memorializing against discrimina«
tion in price supports in similar farm com-
modities by the Secretary of Agriculture of
the United States
“Whereas grain sorghums and corn are

similar, and have substantially the same feed

value; and

“Whereas some areas of the United States
are suited to agricultural production of
grain sorghums, and other areas of the United

States are suited to the agricultural pro-

duction of corn, any discrimination in the

price supports between the two is a dis-
crimination between different areas of the

United States; and
“Whereas there is a prejudicial discrimina-

tion in the price supports for grain sorghums

in that the supports are even below the cost
of production; and

“Whereas the area of the United States
defined as the high plains, which inecludes
the State of New Mexico, has been unreas-
onably and unjustly discriminated against
by the unrealistic support price of grain
sorghum; and

“Whereas the area of the United States de-
fined as the Midwest has been preferred by
the relatively high price support for agri-
cultural production of corn; and

“Whereas the State of New Mexico has been
especlally damaged by this unfair and un-
just administrative determination of price
supports; and

“Whereas the State of New Mexico should
be preferred rather than prejudiced if any
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discrimination should exist in view of the
fact that the agricultural producers of this
State are otherwise greatly handicapped by
lack of water, proximity to markets, and lack
of cheap agricultural labor avallable gener-
ally throughout the Midwest; and

“Whereas the Congress of the United States
never intended that price supports be pro-
vided on such an unequitable, unjust and
discriminatory basis: now, therefore, be it

“Regolved by the House of Representatives
of the State of New Mezico, That the New
Mexico delegation to the Congress of the
United States is memorialized to implore the
Secretary of Agriculture to correct adminis-
tratively the discrimination agalnst the high
plains area of the United States with respect
to the nominal price supports applied to ag-
ricultural production of grain sorghums in
relation to preference given the midwestern
area in the relatively high price supports ap-
plied to agricultural production of corn; be
it further

“Resolved, That in the event that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture declines to correct such
inequities administratively, the New Mexico
delegation to the Congress of the United
Btates is memorialized to introduce appro-
priate legislation to insure against such
prejudicial and preferential price supports
and exert maximum effort for its passage; be
it further

“Resolved, That coples of this memorial be
transmitted to the President of the United
States, the President of the U.S. Senate, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
the United States, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, and the members of the New Mexico
delegation to the Congress of the United
States.

“Mack EASLEY,
“House of Representatives.
“ALBERT ROMERO,
*“Chief Clerk, House of Representatives.”

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (for
himself, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr, ALLOTT, Mr.
MansrFIELD, and Mr. DWORSHAK) @

S5.1383. A bill to require the use of com-
petitive bidding to the greatest practicable
extent in the procurement of property and
services by the Armed Forces through the
establishment by the Secretary of Defense
of specific standards governing the use of
negotiated contracts for such procurement,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. WirLLiams of Dela-
ware when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. McCLELLAN:

S.1384. A bill amending the provisions of
the National Labor Relations Act and the
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, re-
lating to secondary boycotts;

8. 1385. A bill to prohibit the inclusion of
hot cargo provisions in collective bargaining
contracts;

S.1386. A bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act so as to permit the exercise by
the States of jurisdiction over labor disputes
to which such act applies but over which the
Natlonal Labor Relations Board does not
exercise jurisdiction; and

S5.1387. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act so as to prohibit certain
types of picketing; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. McCLELLAN when
he introduced the above bills, which appear
under a separate heading.)
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By Mr. MURRAY (for himself, Mr.
BIBLE, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CHURCH, Mr.

McGee, Mr. , Mr. Monrsg,
Mr. Moss, Mr. NEUBERGER, and Mr.
O'MAHONEY) ©

5. 1388. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment by the Secretary of the Interior of a
Pacific Northwest Account, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. MurraY when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. O'MAHONEY (for himself and
Mr. WILEY) :

S, 1389. A Dbill to establish the Patent Office
as an independent agency in the executive
branch of the Government, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) :

5. 1390. A bill to repeal and amend certain
statutes fixing or prohibiting the collection
of fees for certain services under the naviga-
tion and vessel inspection laws; and

8. 1391. A bill to clarify a provision in the
Black Bass Act relating to the Iinterstate
transportation of fish, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. MacNUsSON when
he introduced the above bills, which appear
under separate headings.)

By Mr. HUMPHREY:

5.1392, A bill for the relief of Isabel M.
Menz; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EEATING:

S.1393. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code so that the taxes imposed under the
Federal old-age and survivors insurance sys-
tem will not be imposed on account of serv-
ice performed by individuals who have at-
tained the age of 65; to the Committee on
Finance.

(Sze the remarks of Mr. Keating when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. NEUBERGER (for himself, Mr.
BeEnNETT, and Mr. Moss) :

5.1394. A bill to provide grants to the
States to assist them in informing and edu-
cating children in schools with respect to
the harmful effects of tobacco, alcchol, and
other potentially deleterious consumables;
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

(See the remarks of Mr. NEUBERGER when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr.
McCARTHY, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. YAR-
BOROUGH, Mr., Jacksow, Mr. Nevu-
BERGER, Mr. Mogrsg, Mr. SYMINGTON,
Mr. ProxMIRE, Mr. CUrTIS, Mr. Moss,
Mr. Beary, Mr. FULBRIGHT, and Mr.
WILEY) :

S.1395. A bill to enable producers to pro-
vide a supply of turkeys adequate to meet
the needs of consumers, to maintain orderly
marketing conditions, and to promote and
expand the consumption of turkeys and tur-
key products; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

5.1396. A bill for the relief of Ante Tonic
(Tunic), his wife, Elizabeth Tunic, and their
two minor children, Ante Tunic, Jr., and
Joseph Tunie; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. DODD:

5.1397. A bill for the relief of Francisco
Adelbert Slapa and his wife, Michelina
Slapa; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CLARK:

5. 1398. A bill to provide that the Admin-
istrator of General Services shall preserve
works of art owned by the United States,
restore such works of art which have deteri-
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orated or become damaged, provide high
standards of architectural design and deco-
ration for Federal public buildings, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

(See the remarks of Mr. CLARK when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

COMPETITIVE BIDDING IN PRO-
CUREMENT OF PROPERTY AND
SERVICES BY ARMED FORCES

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware., Mr.
President, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill which, if enacted, would
unguestionably save millions of dollars
annually for the American taxpayers
without in any way jeopardizing either
our national defense or any domestic
program,

This bill merely makes it mandatory
that in making its purchases either for
national defense or for civilian purposes
the Federal Government should exercise
the same degree of good business prac-
tices that would be followed by any well-
managed operation.

The bill provides that in making such
purchases the Federal Government shall
advertise for bids and award the con-
tracts for the procurement of all types
of goods and services on a strictly com-
petitive bid basis. It provides that the
contract must automatically be awarded
to the lowest responsible bidder with ex-
ceptions being made only in those in-
stances wherein the advertisement for
public bids would not be feasible from a
national security standpoint.

In recent months the Comptroller
General has called to the attention of
the Congress numerous instances in
which millions are being wasted by the
Defense Department, as well as by other
agencies, because contracts were awarded
on a negotiated rather than a competi-
tive bid basis.

In many instances the Federal agen-
cies, even after advertising and receiving
competitive bids, do not always award
the contracts to the lowest responsible
bidder. There can be no justification
for such waste of the taxpayers’ money.
This bill would prohibit such practices.

In January 1959 the Comptroller Gen-
eral submitted to the Congress a glaring
example of the waste of the taxpayers’
money under the negotiated contract
system. I quote from the Comptrolier
General’s report of January 20, 1959:

In establishing a firm price for the air-
planes produced under contract NOas 53—
204, Navy contracting officials utilized, with-
out adequate evaluation or verification, cost
data which included duplicate costs and
costs not applicable to the contract. The
contractor has incurred costs of about §6
million less than the amount contemplated
in establishing the price, of which $2,696,900
could have been recognized by Navy con-
tracting officials by an adequate review of
cost data available at the time the price was
established. As a result of our bringing this
finding to the attention of agency officials,
the contractor offered a price reduction of $3
million but this offer had not been accepted
by the Navy as of December 1, 1858. Also,
the Navy has informed us that action has
been taken to emphasize to its contracting
and auditing personnel the need for proper
evaluation of cost data.
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Our review of the contractor's records dis-
closed that the recorded and projected air-
plane costs used by the agency included
amounts of about $3,463,500 for engineering
and tooling labor and overhead, contractor-
furnished equipment, and production ma-
terials which were applicable to separately
priced portions of this contract or to other
contracts. For example, the cost used as a
basis for megotiating the price of airplanes
under this contract included costs of about
$988,600 for material and about $120,200 for
engineering, labor, and overhead for modi-
Ifying the airplanes. However, these costs
were also included in the price negotiated
separately for this modification under change
F to the contract and, in effect, represent
duplicate charges for these items.

The Comptroller General's comments
quoted were made in connection with
negotiations by the Navy with McDon-
nell Aireraft Corp., St. Louis, Mo, More
complete details of the transaction may
be found in his report of that date.

This bill makes it mandatory that pro-
curement be on a competitive bid basis
in all instances where such bidding prac-
tices are feasible. It does give to the
Secretary of Defense diseretionary au-
thority to negotiate contracts in those
instances where to announce for com-
petitive bids and give a description of
the article required would not be in the
best interests of our security and na-
tional defense.

Likewise, it gives the Government the
right to negotiate contracts when enter-
ing new fields of procurement wherein
bona fide competitive bidding would not
be feasible, such as in the development
of new types of weapons. Any excessive
profits resulting from such negotiated
bids could be taken care of through the
Renegotiation Act and under a recap-
ture clause included in the contracts.

On many previous occasions during
the past 10 years I have introduced a
similar measure, and attempted to have
this requirement included as a restric-
tion on appropriation bills; however,
while the measure passed the Senate
each time, it was rejected in conference.
I strongly urge that the Congress adopt
this proposal and give the American
taxpayersa break.

I ask unanimous consent that at this
point the bill, together with an analysis
of the bill, as prepared by Mr. John C.
Herberg, legislative counsel, be printed
asa part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill and
analysis were ordered to be printed in
the Reccrp, as follows:

8. 1383

A bill to require the use of competitive bid-
ding to the greatest practicable extent in
the procurement of property and services
by the Armed Forces through the estab-
lishment by the Secretary of Defense of
specific standards governing the use of
negotiated contracts for such procure-
ment and for other purposes.

That (a) that portion of section 2304(a),
chapter 137, title 10, United States Code,
which precedes numbered clause (2) thereof
is amended to read as follows:

“(a) Purchases of and contracts for

property or services covered by this chapter
shall be made by formal advertising. How-
ever, the head of an agency may negotiate
such a or contract if he deter-
mines, in conformity with regulations which

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe,
that—

“(1) such action is necessary in the pub-
lic interest during a national emergency de-
clared by the Congress or the President;™.

(b) Numbered clause (11) of such sub-
section is amended by striking out the
words “that he determines to be”, and in-
serting in lieu thereof the word “required”.

(c) Numbered clause (12) of such sub-
section is amended by striking out the
words “he determines’.

(d) Numbered clause (13) of such sub-
section is amended by striking out the words
“equipment that he determines to be™.

(e) Numbered clause (14) of such subsec-
tion is amended to read as follows:

“(14) the purchase or contract is for tech-
nical or special property the production of
which will require a substantial initial capi-
tal investment or am extended pericd of
preparation for manufacture, and that for-
mal advertising and competitive bidding for
the procurement of such property would re-
guire duplication of investment or prepara-
tion already made, or would unduly delay the
procurement of that property;”.

(f) Numbered clause (15) of such subsec-
tion is amended by striking cut the words
“he determines that the”.

(g) Numbered clause (16) of such subsec-
tion is amended by striking out the words
“he determines that”.

(h) Numbered clause (17) of such subsec-
tion is amended to read as follows:

*{17) negotiation of the purchase or con-
tract is expressly authorized by another pro-
vision of law.”.

BEc. 2. (a) Suhsection (b) of section 2304,
chapter 137, title 10, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“(b) (1) Regulations promulgated by the
Secretary of Defense under subsection (a) of
this sectlon shall contain a detailed state-
ment of the standards by which the applica-
bility of each of the exceptions contained in
clauses (1)—(17) of such subsection shall be
determined. Such regulations shall {A) pro-
vide for wuniform practices by all Armed
Forces in the application of the provisions of
such subsection, and (B) make effective pro-
vision for the use of competitive bidding in
the procurement of property and services to
the maximum practicable extent consistent
with the policy declared by section 2301 of
this chapter. The Secretary of Defense shall
transmit promptly to the Committees on
Armed Services, Appropriations, and Govern-
ment Operations of the Benate and of the
House of Representatives copies of all regu-
lations promulgated under such subsection
and all amendments and revisions of such
Tegulations.

“{2) The data respecting the negotiation
of each purchase or contract under clauses
(1)—(2) and (7)—(17) of subsection (a) shall
be kept by the contracting agency for six
years after the date of final payment on the
contract.

*“{3) Whenever the head of an agency de-
termines that any purchase or contract may
e mnegotiated pursuant to clause (10) or
clause (15) of subsection (a), he shall trans-
mit promptly to the Attorney General In
writing a full and complete statement of the
Tacts and circumstances upon which such de-
termination was made. Upon receipt of any
such statement, the Attorney General shall
take such actlon as he shall consider appro-
priate to determine whether any viclation of
law was responsible for or contributed to the
‘inability of the armed force concerned to
‘obtain competition for such purchase or con-
tract. 'The Attorney General shall transmit
to the Congress annually a report containing
=a full and complete statement of the results
of all investigations conducted by him dur-
ing the preceding year pursuant to this para-
graph, and such recommendations for addi-

3949

tional legislation as he may deem appro-
priate to prevent the impairment of procure-
ment activities of the Armed Forces by un-
lawful restraints and monopolies.”

(b) The first sentence of subsection (e) of
such subsection is amended to read as fol-
lows: “A report shall be made to the Con-
gress, on May 19 and November 10 of each
year, of the purchases and contracts made
by negotiation under clauses (1), (2), (10),
(11), (15), and (16) of subsection (a) dur-
ing the period since the date of the last re-
port."”,

ESec. 3. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect on the first day of the fourth
month beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR WILLIAMS OF
DELAWARE

Pursuant to your request, there is trans-
mitted a draft of a bill to amend section 2304
of title 10 of the United States Code to re-
quire more effectively the use of competitive
bidding to the greatest practicable extent in
the procurement of property and services by
the Armed Forces.

The objectives sought to be accomplished
by the attached draft are the following:

(1) To require each agency head, in in-
voking specific exceptions contained in sec-
tion 2304(a) authorizing the use of nego-
tiated contracts, to make his determinations
in conformity with standards which the Sec-
retary of Defense would be required to estab-
lish by regulations. This approach to the
problem has been su, by the provisions
of gection 2387 of title 10, United States Code,
as added thereto by paragraph (45) of the
first section of the act of September 2, 1958
(Public Law 85-861, 85th Congress).

(2) To require the Secretary of Defense,
in promulgating those standards, to (A) pro-
vide for uniform practices to be followed
by all Armed Forces in the making of con-
tracts by negotiation, and (B) make effec-
tive provision for the use of competitive bid-
ding in the procurement of property and
services to the maximum practicable extent
consistent with the policy declared by sec-
tion 2301 of title 10, which declares that “a
fair proportion of the purchases and con-
tracts made under this chapter” shall be
“placed with small business concerns”.

(8) To require agency heads, in each in-
stance in which a contract is negotiated un-
der clause (10) or clause (15) of section
2304(a) on the ground that effective compe-
tition cannot be procured, to report the
facts and circumstances justifying such ac-
tion to the Attorney General, who would be
required (A) to determine whether any viola-
tion of law has contributed to such failure
to obtain competition, and (B) make an an-
mnual report to the Congress concerning the
results of such Investigations and recom-
mending any proposed legislation he may
consider advisable to prevent the impair-
ment of procurement activities of the Armed
Forces by unlawful restraints and monopo-
lies.
(4) To require agency heads to keep for
6 years records contracts nego-
tiated under clause (2) of section 2304(a),
in addition to records reqguired by present
law to be preserved for that period as to
contracts megotiated under other specified
clauses of that subsection.

(5) To require agency heads, in making
semiannual reports to the Congress with re-
spect to certain categories of negotiated con-
tracts, to include in addition thereto similar
reports with respect to negotiated contracts
made under additional clauses (1), (2), {(10),
and (15), of subsection 2304(a).

(6) To make clauses (14) and (17) of sec=
tlon 2304(a) somewhat more restricted in
BCOpe.



3950

(7) To defer the effective date of the
amendments made by the bill to provide a
period of not less than 3 months within
which the Becretary of Defense may make
necessary studies for the purpose of formu-
lating the regulations which he would be
required to promulgate.

Respectfully,
(s) John C.Herberg
JounN C. HERBERG,
Senior Counsel.
JANUARY 16, 1959

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield very
briefly ?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. The New York congres-
sional delegation has been considering
legislation of this character. I wonder
whether the Senator from Delaware,
therefore, would be kind enough to have
his bill lie on the desk for a few days
so we can study it. The New York dele-
gation has been engaged in drawing up
a draft of legislation on the same sub-
ject. As a matter of fact, it has a draft.
The New York delegation in the House
is very considerable in size, consisting of
43 Members. If the Senator will allow
the bill to lie on the desk for a few days
he may find he has some considerable
support.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
delighted to do so and will certainly
welcome the Senator’s support.

Mr. President, I ask that the bill lie
on the desk for a few days to permit
other Senators to cosponsor the bill.
Much interest has been expressed in
this type of legislation. We all recog-
nize the need, not only from the stand-
point of economy, but also from the
standpoint of good business practice. We
should insist on competitive bidding in
all instances in which it is possible.
That is certainly a sound business prac-
tice which should be adopted, and one
of which we all approve.

I am confident that if we enact this
bill into law it will save millions of dol-
lars for the taxpayers.

It will prevent possible collusion be-
tween contract officers and the sellers.

It will give us more defense for our
tax dollars.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPARKMAN in the chair). May the Chair
suggest to the Senator from Delaware
that he designate the number of days
he wishes to have the bill lie on the
desk?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I ask
that the bill lie on the desk until the
close of business next Wednesday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr., President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from New Hampshire,

Mr. BRIDGES. I wish to associate
myself with the distinguished Senator
from Delaware on this matter. He has
hit a key point, when we are trying to
make our defense dollars and our other
dollars stretch as far as possible.

- I ask unanimous consent that I may
be associated as a cosponsor of the bill.

I yield
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Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
glad to have the support of the Senator
from New Hampshire,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire will be added as a cosponsor.

Several Senators addressed the Chair,

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, are
we still in the morning hour?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to announce that the time
of the Senator from Delaware under the
limitation of the morning hour has
expired,

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may have 1 additional minute, so
that I may yield to the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. ArroTT]l.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President I should
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the Senator from Delaware. I think
in all the Government's business deal-
ings there is probably nothing more im-
portant than that there should be com-
petitive public bidding on any kind of
business the Government does, and that
negotiated contracts should never be
resorted to unless there is no other pos-
sible way to let contracts.

I ask that my name bhe added as a
cosponsor of the bill of the Senator from
Delaware. I very much appreciate this
opportunity.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I wel-
come the support of the Senator from
Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the
Senator from Delaware request that the
bill lie on the desk so that the names of
cosponsors may be added to it?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. That
was my request, that the bill may lie on
the desk so the names of any cosponsors
may be added to the bill at any time
before the close of business next
Wednesday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Delaware may be yielded 1 addi-
tional minute, so that I may ask him
a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. I wonder if the Senator
from Delaware has considered the grow-
ing practice of asking for bids in a great
number of alternative ways. It occurs
to me that when an agency asks for a
bid with several different alternatives,
no one can really tell which is the low
bid, because one contractor may have
made a low bid on one alternative, and
another contractor may have made a
low bid on another alternative. There
may be four or five other possible alter-
natives, so that it is impossible to tell
just who has made the low bid when
the bids are entered. I wonder if it
would be possible to have an amendment
or a provision to cover such possibilities?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That
problem was discussed with the legis-
lative counsel. To the best of our abil-
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ity we have drafted a bill with language
to accomplish that. When the bill goes
to the appropriate committee, the mat-
ter will be studied further, and as I
said before, if it is found that the lan-
guage needs a slight change to cover
that situation, it can be changed. I
think the firm prineiple is what we are
trying to establish. The principle we
are frying to establish is that the Gov-
ernment to the fullest extent possible
and practical must always award con-
tracts on such a basis that they shall
go to the lowest responsible bidder.

Mr. LONG. One of the things which
occurs to me is that there have been in-
stances as I have noticed, when a per-
son making the low bid might not be a
responsible bidder. This person might
be simply trying to broker out a con-
tract, if he can get it. If the bid is
let in a number of alternatives, it is
always possible for the man who is not
responsible, who managed to get the
bid and who planned to broker it out
to make a profit, if he finds he cannot
make a profit, to get loose from the con-
tract by going into court and asking to
be freed from his bond responsibility by
showing that he did not actually have
the low bid to begin with. With several
alternatives one cannot say that any
particular alternate was the low bid and
that the service has a right to hold
the man to the bid.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In
drafting the bill we recognized all these
problems and have tried to get a bill
that protects the taxpayers, and we do
this by establishing sound business prac-
tices in Government. We want a dol-
lar’'s worth of defense for every dollar
spent. The bill, however, applies to all
procurement, as well as defense.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I commend the Senator
from Delaware for his activity in this
particular field. I also invite the atten-
tion of the Senate to several things we
sell very often. Some things are sold
for as much as $100,000, such as the
war assets belonging to Germany and
Japan. I think things in that field also
;l;ggd be handled on a competitive-bid

I believe the Senator from Delaware
and the minority leader, who know about
those items, and who know what has
sometimes gone on, will agree with me
that it would be much better, and the
people would look upon the procedure
in a much better light, if we would sell
those things under competitive bids.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I quite concur in that
sentiment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (8. 1383) to require the use
of competitive bidding to the greatest
practicable extent in the procurement of
property and services by the Armed
Forces through the establishment by the
Secretary of Defense of specific stand-
ards governing the use of negotiated
contracts for such procurement, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. WiL-
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rrams of Delaware (for himself, Mr.
Bripces, Mr, ALrorTt, Mr. MANSFIELD, and
Mr. DWORSHAK), was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mr. DWORSHAK subsequently said:

Mr. President, I am very happy to join
with the distinguished senior Senator
from Delaware [(Mr. WiLLrams] in spon-
soring the bill which provides that the
Federal Government shall advertise for
bids and award contracts for the pro-
curement of all types of goods and serv-
ices on a strictly competitive bid basis.
The bill is of vital significance primarily
because most of the procurement of the
Federal Government is made by the De-
partment of Defense of materiel, missiles,
planes, and other items which are so
essential for mational survival.

When the Senator from Delaware
made some remarks earlier, he referred
to a report which was submitted recently
by the Comptroller General in reference
to a negotiated coniract between the De-
partment of the Navy and the McDon-
nell Aireraft Corp., of St. Louis, Mo. I
call attention to an article entitled
“McDonnell Aircraft Gets $61.8 Million
Contract for New F-4-H-1 Planes,” pub-
lished in the Wall Street Journal of
March 10, 1959. After hearing the Sen-
ator from Delaware urge the favorable
consideration of his bill, and after having
read the article to which I have just re-
ferred, I naturally made inquiry of the
Department of the Navy to identify this
particular contract with the McDonnell
Aircraft Corp., and to ascertain whether
it was made on a negotiated basis or
upon a competitive basis. I was in-
formed that it is difficult to place such
awards or coniracts in a specific cate-
gory because, by the nature of the award
of such special defense contracts, it is
necessary sometimes to deal with a few
companies which have the capabilities
for developing the particular planes
which are sought.

However, it seems to me, in view of
the difficulties encountered by the Navy
Department during the past year or two,
difficulties which have been called to our
attention by the Comptroller General,
that the Navy should be extremely cau-
tious in awarding negotiated contracts
to firms which have indicated a reluc-
tance to deal with the Government on
a proper basis.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DWORSHARK. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The

Comptroller General, in his report which
was submitted to Congress on January
20, of this year, and in which he com-
mented on the earlier negotiated con-
tract with the McDonnell Aircraft Corp.,
pointed out that information was avail-
able to the negotiating officers at the
time they negotiated the contract which
could have enabled them, had they
wished, to save several million dollars,
All such information was available.
After the Comptroller General had
pointed this out, the company itself vol-
untarily offered to refund $3 million,
which it recognized as being an over-
charge on one particular item. I incor-
porated a part of this statement in my
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remarks earlier, but I should like to
read a sentence now from the report of
the Comptroller General commenting on
this particular case:

‘We found also that the contractor’s claim
for termination inventory was overstated,
that rent and insurance on Government-
owned facilities caused unnecessary cost to
the Government, and that the contractor's
inventory records were not reliable.

Because numerous instances such as
this have been called to our attention,
instances of contracts having been nego-
tiated on a rather loose and careless
basis, it seems to me that the time is
long past due when some business meth-
ods should be practiced by the Govern-
ment. The bill proposes to make it man-
datory, in every instance where it would
be possible, that contracts be awarded
only on a competitive-bid basis, and also
awarded to the lowest responsible bidder.

We know there are instances when,
in arranging to build a new weapon or a
new plane, a certain amount of negotia-
tion has to be done, and that it would not
be economical, possibly, to have com-
petitive bids. But the field has been left
wide open. Today a large percentage of
the Government's business is being
awarded on a negotiated basis. Numer-
ous instances of this practice have been
called to the attention of the Senate by
the Comptroller General and others. I
have cited some of them to the Senate
during the past several years. Contracts
in many instances are being awarded not
to the lowest bidders, but to the highest
bidders, when lower responsible bids were
on the desk at the same time.

I am glad to support the Senator from
Idaho, because I think this is one hill
which, if enacted, will insure that the
American people will receive a dollar in
value for every dollar spent.

Mr. DWORSHAK. It is noteworthy
that another newspaper dispateh has
stated that 85 percent of the more than
$25 billion of contracts awarded by the
Department of Defense were on a nego-
tiated basis. That indicates the impera-
tive need at this particular time to sur-
vey our defense budget, especially when
we are faced with the necessity of bal-
ancing the budget and getting the most
value for our defense dollars.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING
TO LABOR MANAGEMENT RELA-
TIONS

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, on
February 19, when I introduced my labor
reform bill, S. 1137, I announced that it
did not include any Taft-Hartley amend-
ments whatsoever, but that I intended
in a series of subsequent hills to provide
remedial legislation in certain specific
areas that would require amendment to
the Taft-Hartley Act. These problem
areas are secondary boycotts, hot cargo
clauses, recognitional and organizational
picketing, and the jurisdictional no
man’s land in which the National Labor
Relations Board will not, and in which
State courts and agencies cannot, exer-
cise jurisdiction. The problems in these
areas require legislative action, just as do
the problems of internal democracy and
abuses of trust by union officials.
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I am, therefore, introducing today, Mr.
President, four separate bills dealing
with the subject matters to which I have
referred for appropriate reference. I
respectfully request that these bills be
numbered consecutively.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
bills will be numbered consecutively.

The bills, introduced by Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN, were received, read twice by
their titles, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, as
follows:

5.1384. A bill amending the provisions of
the National Labor Relations Act and the
Labor Management Relatlons Act, 1947, re-
lating to secondary boycotts;

5.1385. A bill to prohibit the inclusion of
hot cargo provisions in collective bargaining
contracts;

S.1886. A bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act so as to permit the exercise
by the States of jurisdiction over labor dis-
putes to which such act applies but over
which the National Labor Relations Board
does not exercise jurisdiction; and

8. 1387. A bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act so as to prohibit certain types
of picketing.

1. SECONDARY BOYCOTTS

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
existing laws are inadequate to protect
innocent parties from secondary boycott
abuses. This bill would amend section
8(b) (4) of the Taft-Hartley Act to pro-
hibit certain types of coercion of the em-
ployer and, particularly, to prevent
coercion by picketing at the premises of
a secondary employer in order to prevent
customers from doing business with the
employer primarily involved in a labor
dispute. Such practices are unjust and
impose suffering and hardship on in-
nocent parties who are helpless to pro-
tect themselves.

‘This bill, however, provides an excep-
tion in the case of so-called farmed-out
work, in which, for example, a manu-
facturer who is not otherwise involved
in a labor dispute voluntarily allies him-
self with a struck manufacturer by per-
forming the work that the latter is pre-
vented from performing because of the
labor dispute. In such a case, the sec-
ond manufacturer may not be regarded
as an involuntary, unwilling, and inno-
cent party, since he has elected to thrust
himself into the dispute between the
union and the first manufacturer.

2. HOT CARGO CLAUSE

Closely related to the secondary boy-
cott bill is one that would make unlaw-
ful a contract whereby an employer
agrees in advance that he will not re-
quire his employees to handle goods or
provide other services for the benefit of
an employer who is involved in a labor
dispute.

The Supreme Court held only last
year that a union cannot invoke such a
clause as a defense to an unfair labor
practice complaint against the union
under section 8(b) (4) (A) of the Tafi-

Act. However, the Court ex~-
plicitly left open the question of whether
such a clause might have other ramifi-
cations in labor-management relations.

Various law-review commentators
have since suggested that such a clause
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might still be effective to permit an
action for damages or specific perform-
ance against an employer who orders
his employees to perform such services,
or that it might protect an employee
from being discharged for refusal to
carry out such orders. Also to be con-
sidered is the possible nonlegal effect
of such a clause as a gentlemen’s agree-
ment providing moral suasion against an
employer.

To remove any such doubts, and to
insure that no hot-cargo clause shall be
used as justification for, or in aid of, a
secondary boycott, this bill outlaws hot-
cargo clauses and provides a penalty
against entering into them.

3. ORGANIZATIONAL AND RECOGNITIONAL
PICKETING

The third bill, Mr. President, would
further amend section 8(b) of the Taft-
Hartley Act by making it an unfair la-
bor practice for a union to picket or
threaten to picket the premises of an
employer in order to induce the em-
ployees to join the union, or to compel
the employer to recognize the union, un-
til a majority of the employees either in
a National Labor Relations Board elec-
tion, or by a petition to the employer,
have designated the union as their bar-
gaining representative.

In addition, this bill would provide
criminal sanctions against blackmail
picketing, which is carried on not for the
benefit of the employees but for the
personal profit of labor racketeers.

4. “NO-MAN'S LAND" BILL

Mr. President, one of the most per-
plexing problems in the field of labor-
management relations has been the ju-
risdictional ‘“no man’s land” in which
the NLRB does not choose to exercise
its jurisdiction because the effect of the
dispute on interstate commerce is in-
adequate to warrant the Board’'s con-
sideration, or in which the NLRB is
precluded from asserting jurisdiction
because of the failure of the union to
comply with disclosure provisions of sec-
tion 9 of the Taft-Hartley Act. In such
cases, under present law, no State court
or agency could assert jurisdiction,
thereby leaving the parties to such a
dispute with no eivil remedy whatso-
ever.

Several proposals have been suggested
to remedy this absurd and unhealthy
situation. The administration bill would
permit the Board to decline to assert
jurisdiction in such cases, and would
allow a State court or agency to act in
any case where jurisdiction has been de-
clined.

The administration bill, however,
would leave States powerless to act in
cases in which the Board cannot exercise
jurisdiction because of union or employ-
er failure to comply with reporting re-
quirements. In addition, under this pro-
vision the Board is not compelled to de~
cline jurisdiction until a particular dis-
pute is actually brought before it, which
‘could result in unnecessary uncertainty,
delay, and expense to the parties in-
volved.

The EKennedy-Ervin bill would require
‘the Board to act in all cases within its
jurisdiction, but empowers the Board to
cede jurisdiction to a State agency where
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the State law is not inconsistent with
Federal law. This provision would elimi-
nate the jurisdictional hiatus but would
preclude State jurisdiection—regardless
of what may be insignificant impact of
the dispute on interstate commerce—in
any case in which the Board does not
choose to exercise its power to cede juris-
diction. In addition, this provision
would preclude State jurisdiction—re-
gardless of what may be insignificant
impact of the dispute on interstate com-
merce—in any case in which the Board
would remain powerless to cede jurisdic-
tion because State labor relations are
within the jurisdiction of State courts
rather than a State agency. Further,
this provision would preclude State juris-
diction—regardless of what may be in-
significant impact of the dispute on in-
terstate commerce—in any case in which
the Board is denied power to cede juris-
diction because State law is “inconsist-
ent” with Federal law—whatever that
might mean. Inevitably, even in those
instances in which the Board does choose
to cede jurisdiction, there will surely de-
velop extensive wrangling and undesir-
able litigation over technical questions of
whether and to what extent State labor
law is in fact consistent with Federal law.

The bill that I am now introducing on
this subject, Mr. President, would compel
the NLRB to establish and publish reg-
ulations clearly indicating the area of
labor disputes that do not have sufficient
effect on interstate commerce to warrant
the exercise of its jurisdiction. It is im-
material in such a case whether there is
a conflict with Federal law, since, by
definition, these cases will have only
minimal impact, if any, on interstate
commerce. In any such case, or in any
case in which Board jurisdiction is fore-
closed because of failure of unions to
comply with reporting requirements, this
bill would permit an appropriate State
court or agency to assert jurisdiction and
settle the dispute.

This bill also provides for clarification
by the Board of any ambiguous provision,
on petition by interested parties, and
provides further that if the Board should
fail to render such a determination with-
in 30 days after filing the petition, that
it shall be presumed that the Board has
declined jurisdiction.

This bill, therefore, would eliminate
once and for all the jurisdictional hiatus
with a minimum of confusion and litiga-
tion, by drawing a clear line between
those cases which would substantially af-
fect interstate commerce, and those
which should properly be disposed of by
the States.

May I take this opportunity, Mr.
President, to reiterate my conviction
that labor reform legislation must be
adopted without unnecessary delay.
The evil with which we are dealing is
neither weak nor static. It is a malig-
nancy that is rapidly spreading through-
out our country and becoming more
powerful, more deeply entrenched, and
more widespread with each passing day.

There was a time, Mr. President, when
employees were subjected to the tyranny
of employers who, through economic
coercion, deprived them of fair com-
pensation and decent working condi-
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tions. However, with the help of honest
unionism and a developing sense of re-
sponsibility on the part of many em-
ployers, the employees have been able
to free themselves from that kind of
oppression and abuse.

Unhappily, what we are seeing today
is the replacement of one tyranny by
another. Our labor movement has been
infiltrated to a shocking extent by rack-
eteers and gangsters who would use it
not for the benefit of the working peo-
ple, but for their own personal enrich-
ment. Just as the Congress has recog-
nized the former evil in the past, and
has acted to help the workingman to
protect himself from the tyranny of the
employer, so Congress must now act to
enable the workingman to protect him-
self against this new tyranny within the
union movement.

The first essential step in affording
this protection is provided in the guar-
antees of minimum standards of basic
rights of union members as set forth in
title I of my labor reform hill, S. 1137.
I have no doubt that if we will only
give protection to the workers so that
they may govern their unions through
democratic procedures, without fear of
coercion or intimidation, that they will
speedily free themselves from this new
tyranny to which I have referred. Hon-
est unions and honest union leaders
have nothing to fear from that bill, any
more than any honest governing body
has to fear from the exercise of demo-
cratic rights by those who are governed.

That, as I say, is the first essential
step. The four bills that I am introduc-
ing today, Mr. President, and which I
have previously discussed, are further
protection for working people and for
American society against abuses perpe-
trated by dishonest elements in the labor
union movement.

With prompt adoption of these pro-
posals, we can reaffirm the dignity of
the individual, destroy the new tyranny
that would enslave the working people
of America, and preserve freedom and
integrity in our society.

PACIFIC NORTHWEST ACCOUNT

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I intro=
duce, for appropriate reference, a hill to
provide for the establishment by the
Secretary of the Interior of a Pacific
Northwest account, and other purposes.

Cosponsors on the bill with me are
nine Members of the Senate from the
Pacific Northwest States which contrib-
ute to the waters of the Columbia River.
They are my distinguished colleagues as
follows: Mr. BisLE, of Nevada; Mr. Can-
non, of Nevada; Mr. CHURCH, of Idaho;
Mr. McGeE, of Wyoming; Mr. MANSFIELD,
of Montana; Mr. Mogskg, of Oregon; Mr.
Moss, of Utah; Mr. NEUBERGER, of Ore-
gon; and Mr. O'MaroNeY, of Wyoming.

I shall not go into the details of the
bill at this time, but request unanimous
consent that the text of the measure be
inserted in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

Reclamation interests of the Columbia
River Basin States have been working

-for 215 years on legislation to establish

a Pacific Northwest account. They have
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had the services of some of the most ca-
pable water lawyers in the West and have
worked with many Northwest groups in-
terested in the development of the area.
They have consulted with the staffs of
the Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittees of the Senate and the House of
Representatives and have had confer-
ences with many officials of the Depart-
ment of the Interior and the Bureau of
Reclamation. Every effort has been
made to bring the people of the Columbia
River Basin States together on this par-
ticular piece of legislation.

This bill makes possible the use of net
power revenues from federally con-
structed, multiple-purpose projects in
the Columbia River Basin to assist the
farmers in repaying the cost of irrigation
projects which are beyond the ability of
those farmers to repay within 50 years.

This is not a new philosophy, as the
principle has been applied by the Con-
gress in the Missouri River Basin proj-
ect, the Upper Colorado River Basin
project and the Central Valley project
of California.

Power has been a paying partner to
aid irrigation since 1906 when Congress
gave its approval to this method of
financing.

Reclamation law gives the farmer 40
years to repay his obligation. All the
major projects which can repay this ob-
lization in 40 years have been built.
Consequently this legislation will make
possible the future reclamation develop-
ment of feasible irrigation projects in
the arid and semiarid areas in the Pa-
cific Northwest.

We feel this development is vital to the
economy and economic security of these
States and to the Nation.

One feature of the bill is that net power
revenues available to a State, under this
bill, may be used outside the Columbia
River Basin area provided irrigation
financial aid is not available from any
other basin account.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorbp.

The bill (S. 1388) to provide for the
establishment by the Secretary of the
Interior of a Pacific Northwest account,
and for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
Murray (for himself and other Sena-
tors), was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, and ordered to be
printed in the REcorbp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That be-
cause of the interrelations of various Federal
irrigation and hydroelectric projects in the
Pacific Northwest, the need for assistance
from net power revenues for the development
of the irrigation potentials of that area, and
the importance of orderly marketing of the
commercial power output of sald Federal
hydroelectric projects, the Secretary of the
Interior shall establish a Pacific Northwest
account. To said account shall be credited
at least once a year all revenues hereafter
derived from power operations of each of the
projects named or described in section 3 of
this Act, and to it shall be charged at least
once a year operation and maintenance costs
hereafter incurred by the United States in
connection with those operations and from
the resulting net revenues amounts sufficient
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to account, as nearly as possible, for the
scheduled return (1) of the capital costs of
those projects which are allocated to said
purpose, (2) of the lrrigation capital costs
assigned to those projects to be returned
from net power revenues, and (3) of interest
on the unamortized balances of the commer-
cial power allocations, where and as provided
by law. Net revenues derived from power
operations as aforesaid shall be applied first
to payment of the charges described in items
(1), (2), and (3) of the preceding sentence
arising in connection with the presently ex-
isting or authorized projects named or de-
scribed in section 3 of this Act and thereafter
to payment of charges to the account here-
after incurred pursuant to section 4, sub-
sections (b) and (c), of this Act. The Secre-
tary shall prepare schedules, in which the
scheduled return of the presently unamor-
tized balances of the capital allocations here-
inbefore referred to shall be set forth, de-
signed to accomplish payout of each project
in accordance with the laws governing that
project and may from time to time revise said
schedules so far as such revision is consistent
with those laws.

Sec. 2. As used in this Act—

(a) the term “Pacific Northwest” means
the area within the United States comprising
the Columbia River dralnage basin, the
drainage basin of other streams entering
the Pacific Ocean between the Canadian
boundary and the California-Oregon bound-
ary, and closed basins wholly or partly within
Oregon, and

(b) the term “revenues from power opera-
tions” includes, in addition to income spe-
cifically from power sales from the projects
named or described in section 3 of this Act,
miscellaneous receipts derived from facilities
of such projects the costs of which are
charged to or allocated to power, and where
only a portion of such facilities are charged
to or allocated to power, the term includes
an appropriate share of such miscellaneous
receipts.

Sec. 3. The provisions of section 1 of this
Act shall apply to the Boise, Columbia Basin,
Crooked River, Hungry Horse, and Palisades
Federal reclamation projects; the Talent di-
vision of the Rogue River Basin Federal rec-
lamation project; the Eennewick and Roza
divisions of the Yakima Federal reclamation
project; unit numbered 7 of the Minidoka
project powerplant; the American Falls pow-
erplant of the Minidoka Federal reclamation
project; the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion transmission system; all presently au-
thorized projects in the Columbia Basin for
which the Secretary has power marketing
authority under the Act of August 20, 1937
(50 Stat. T31), as amended and supple-
mented, and under section 5 of the Act of
December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887, 890), or
from which irrigation water is furnished by
him under section 8 of the latter Act, includ-
ing the Albeni Falls, Bonneville, Chief
Joseph, Cougar, Detroit-Big Cliff, Hills Creek,
Ice Harbor, John Day, Lookout Point-Dexter,
McNary, and The Dalles developments which
have already been constructed or are now
under construction; and such other projects
in the Pacific Northwest as may hereafter be
designated by Act of Congress.

BSEc. 4. (a) The Secretary shall report an-
nually to the President and the Congress on
the status of the Pacific Northwest account
and particularly on the amounts by which
the revenues described in section 1 of this
Act exceed the charges therein described and
the amounts by which it is anticipated such
revenues will exceed such charges. Each
such report shall contain a composite payout
schedule for all projects then covered by the
Pacific Northwest account showing, year by
year, estimated future charges to the account,
estimated future credits to the account, and
estimated unencumbered balances in the ac-
count.

(b) Reports to the President and the Con-
gress on the financial feasibility of any proj-
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ect which is hereafter proposed to be au-
thorized for construction in the Pacific
Northwest or, in the circumstances stated in
section 5 of this Act, elsewhere in the States
of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana,
Wyoming, Utah, or Nevada and which in-
volves an allocation to irrigation shall in-
clude an estimate by the Secretary of what
portion, if any, of that allocation is beyond
the probable return from project operations
within fifty years, exclusive of any permis-
sible development period, and of the prob-
able availability, without increase in then
prevalling power rate schedules, of revenues
sufficient to cover those costs, as shown by
the reports made under subsection (a) of
this section, due consideration being given
to other commitments of such revenues, in-
cluding charges against the account in-
curred or likely to be incurred by reason of
variances in the cost at which power can
be produced and marketed. No such project
the financial feasibility of which depends
on assistance from the Pacific Northwest ac-
count shall be undertaken except upon au=
thorization by the Congress.

(c) In addition to the costs of the proj-
ects covered by section 3 of this Act which
are properly chargeable to the Pacific North-
west acount, the Secretary shall schedule for
return from revenues to be credited to the
account those project construction cost obll-
gations of the water users which will become
due and payable fifty years after the begin-
ning of the repayment perlod, exclusive of
any development, water rental, moratorium
or deferment periods, on the Deschutes, Owy=
hee, and Vale Federal reclamation projects;
the Payette division of the Boise Federal
reclamation project; the Talent division of
the Rogue River Basin Federal reclamation
project; the Hermiston and West Extension
units of the Umatilla Federal reclamation
project; and the Kennewick, Kittitas, and
Roza divisions of the Yakima Federal recla-
mation project. Such construction cost obli-
gations on any of such projects, divisions, or
units shall be charged to the account only
after an amendatory contract, satisfac-
tory in form to the Secretary and to the irri-
gation district representing the water users
of the project contract unit involved, has
been entered into restating the construction
charge obligation to be repald by the water
users and requiring the water users to waive
all claim to any miscellaneous revenue acerii=
ing to the project division or unit under the
provisions of section 4, subsections I and J,
of the Act of December 5, 1924, as amended
by the Act of July 1, 1946 (43 Stat. 672, 703,
60 Stat. 348, 366, 43 U.8.C. 501, 526), or of
section 5 of the Act of May 16, 1930 (46 Stat.
367, 368, 43 U.S.C. 424d), after the time
scheduled under such amendatory contract
for completion of repayment of the restated
construction charge obligations (exclusive
of any extensions by reason of the operation
of variable annual installments).

Sec. 5. Nothing contained in this Act shall
be deemed to require or to furnish author-
ity for modification of the power marketing
arrangements heretofore set up by the Sec-
retary; to relieve any contractor for water or
power of any obligation which it has hereto=
fore undertaken except as provided in sec-
tion 4, subsection (c¢) of this Act; to amend
or repeal any provision of law with respect
to the payout of any project; to affect the
laws relating to the appropriation of funds
for the construction, operation, and mainte=-
nance of projects and the deposit of receipts
in the Treasury; to require that any portion
of amounts properly allocable to irrigation
which have been declared to be nonreim-
bursable and nonreturnable by or pursuant
to law shall be accounted for as reimbursable
or returnable; to provide for or contemplate
utilization of the Pacific Northwest account
in connection with any project which,
though it is within one or another of the
States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Mon~-
tana, Wyoming, Utah, or Nevada, is located
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outside the Pacific Northwest except in cases
in which irrigation assistance is not available
from another similar account or fund and in
which assistance from the account to such
project 1s justified in the light of contribu-
tions to the net revenues of the Federal
Pacific Northwest power system from the
State in which it is located (said contribu-
tions to be determined by taking into ac-
count all significant factors, including par-
ticularly both on-site production of energy
and water supply for downstream plants); or
to authorize the Secrettry to establish rate
levels for the sale of power after payout of
any project or projects is accomplished in
excess of those which he could lawfully
establish during payout, due regard being
had for changes in the costs of operating and
maintaining such project or projects.

REPEAL AND AMENDMENT OF CER-
TAIN STATUTES RELATING TO
COLLECTION OF FEES UNDER VES-
SEL INSPECTION LAWS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, at
the request of the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, I introduce, for appropriate
-reference, a bill to repeal and amend cer-
tain statutes fixing or prohibiting the
collection of fees for certain services
under the navigation and vessel inspec-
tion laws. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the ReEcorp a letter from
the Acting Secretary of the Treasury re-
gquesting the proposed legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 1390) to repeal and amend
certain statutes fixing or prohibiting the
collection of fees for certain services
under the navigation and vessel inspee-
tion laws, irtroduced by Mr. MAGNUSON,
‘by request, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Commitiee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON
is as follows:

MARCH 4, 1959.
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.

My Dear Mgr. PrEsSIDENT: There is trans-
mitted herewith a proposed bill to repeal
and amend certain statutes fixing or prohibit-
ing the collection of fees for certain services
under the navigation and vessel inspection
laws.

The proposed legislation would repeal cer-
tain statutes prohibiting the charging or col-
lection of fees for certain services rendered
to vessel owners by the Bureau of Customs
and the U.S. Coast Guard. It would further
repeal fees presently fixed by statute for
other services rendered by the Bureau of
Customs to vessel interests and thus permit
the Secretary of the Treasury, under general
authority, to fix fees to be collected upon the
rendering of any of these services.

The services for which a fee may or may
not now be charged are more specifically set
forth in a memorandum accompanying this
letter.

It will be appreciated if you will lay the
draft bill transmitted herewith before the
Senate. A similar proposal has been trans-
mitted to the House of Representatives.

The Department has been advised by the
Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec-
tion to the submission of this proposed legis-
lation to the Congress and that enactment
would be in accord with the program of the
President.

Very truly yours,
A, Grumore FLUES,
Acting Secretary of the Treasury.
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MEMORANDUM To ACCOMPANY A BILL

The proposed legislation would repeal the
statutory provisions against the charging and
collection of fees by collectors or other officers
of customs or by the U.S. Coast Guard for
any of the following services:

Measurement of tonnage and certifying
same; issuance of a license or granting of a
certificate of registry, record, or enrollment;
endorsement of change of master; certifying
and receiving manifest, including master’s
oath and permit; granting permit to vessels
licensed for the fisheries to touch and trade;
payment of entry and clearance fees for ves-
sels engaged in the foreign and coasting
trade on the northern, northeastern, and
northwestern frontlers; payment of clear-
ance fees for vessels making daily trips be-
tween any port in the United States and any
port in the Dominion of Canada wholly upon
interior waters; granting certificate of pay-
ment of tonnage dues; recording bill of sale,
mortgage, hypothecation, or conveyance, or
the discharge of mortgage or hypothecation;
furnishing certificate of title; furnishing a
crew list; certificate of protection to seamen;
bill of health; shipping or discharging of sea-
men as provided by title 53, Revised Statutes,
sections 563 and 646 of title 46; apprenticing
boys to the merchant service; inspecting, ex-
amining, and licensing steam wvessels includ-
ing inspection certificate and copies thereof;
and licensing of master, engineer, pilot, or
mate of a vessel.

In addition it would abolish certain fees
which are prescribed by statute for entry
and clearance of vessels, post entry, granting
permits to proceed, receiving manifest,
change of name of vessel, recording bills of
sale, mortgages, hypothecations, or other in-
struments, issuing certificates of ownership
and issuing abstracts of title.

The repeal or amendment of these statutes
is necessary in order that the Secretary of
the Treasury may in his discretion set fees
under the provisions of section 501 of the
act of August 31, 1951 (5 U.S.C. 140).

It is contemplated that, in those regula-
tions, fees will be established for, but not
necessarily limited to, admeasurment of ves-
sels, registry of vessels, issuance of enroll-
ments and licenses, or licenses, renewals of
licenses, issuance of special certificates to
vessels, authorization for changes of names
of vessels, furnishing and recording abstracts
of title of vessels, recording of evidence of
title to, and encumbrances upon, vessels,
and the discharge of the latter, entry and
clearance of vessels, furnishing certificates of
ownership of vessels, furnishing copies of
documents, records, or other papers filed in
offices of collectors of customs or in the
Bureau of Customs, and certifying such
copies.

It is also contemplated that, in addition
to any fees which may be established in those
regulations, there will also be prescribed
therein charges for services performed by
customs officers at places other than their
official stations, as, for example, admeasur-
ing or readmeasuring vessels at such places,
entering or clearing vessels at points which
are not ports of entry, furnishing customs
supervision over vessels at such points, and
the like. It is anticipated that any such
charge will reimburse the Government for
the compensation of the customs officer con-
cerned while absent from his officlal station
as well as for any expenses incurred by him
in connection with any such services ren-
dered by him.

Certain obsolete portions of section 4382
of the Revised Statutes, as amended (U.S.C.,
1952 edition, title 46, section 330), section
4383 of the Revised Statutes (US.C., 1852
ed., title 46, sec. 333) and the act of June 19,
1886 (U.S.C., 1952 ed., title 46, sec. 331),
have been included, in the comparative print
although it is probable that they have been
repealed by implication or at least super-
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seded. They are the 16th, 18th, 24th, and
25th items of Revised Statute 4382; the ref-
erence to naval officer in Revised Statute
4383; and the last sentence of the act of June
19, 1886.

CLARIFICATION OF PROVISION OF
BLACK BASS ACT, RELATING TO
INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION
OF FISH

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at
the request of the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to clarify a provision in
the Black Bass Act relating to the inter-
state transportation of fish, and for other
purposes. I ask unanimous consent that
the letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, requesting the proposed
legislation, be printed in the REcorD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the letter
will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 1391) to clarify a provision
in the Black Bass Act relating to the
interstate transportation of fish, and for
other purposes, infroduced by Mr. Mac-
NUsoN, by request, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON
is as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THY: INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., March 6, 1959.
Hon. RiceAarD M. NIxoxN,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. PRESIDENT: Enclosed herewith is
a draft of a proposed bill to clarify a pro-
vision in the Black Bass Act relating to the
interstate transportation of fish, and for
other purposes.

We recommend that this proposed bill be
referred to the appropriate committee for
consideration, and that it be enacted.

Revision of section 9 of the so-called Black
Bass Act is desirable, in our opinion, to re-
solve a question that has arisen concerning
the intent of that section. Our revision
would result in the addition of language that
would make it clear that only the shipment
of legally taken fish is contemplated there-
under. While we believe the general intent
of the act is clear, in at least one case that
has come to our attention, the court has
expressed the view that a strict interpreta-
tion of the section does not make such a
requirement. In the circumstances, we be-
lieve that & revision of this section of the
act would be desirable.

‘We have been advised by the Bureau of the
Budget that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this proposed legislation to the
Congress.

Bincerely yours,
Ross LEFFLER,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN TAXES
ON PERSONS OVER 65 YEARS OF
AGE

Mr, EEATING. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the Internal Revenue Code so
that taxes imposed under the Federal
old-age and survivors insurance system
will not be imposed on account of serv-
ice performed by individuals who have
attained the age of 65.
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This bill is one of several in a program
I have undertaken to benefit our rapidly
growing group of senior citizens.

Social security was conceived as a self-
supporting Government-run plan for
old-age insurance. Therefore, it seems
to me that if a man has paid social secu-
rity taxes for many years, with his em-
ployer paying in a like amount, when
he reaches the proper age he should re-
ceive the benefits and not be forced to
continue to pay taxes. In other words,
if one pays the premiums on an endow-
ment policy, when it matures one should
get the endowment without having to
continue to pay the premiums.

Under our social security laws, when a
man reaches 65 he is eligible for maxi-
mum benefits. If he elects to continue
to work further, any payments by him
do not serve to increase these benefits.
As the payments he makes go directly
into the general fund of the Treasury,
he is actually being taxed for working.
This is just plain wrong.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of this bill be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 1393) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code so that the taxes im-
posed under the Federal old-age and sur-
vivors insurance system will not be
imposed on account of service performed
by individuals who have attained the age
of 65, introduced by Mr. KEATING, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Finance, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, effec-
tive with respect to service performed after
the calendar quarter in which this Act is
enacted, section 3121(b) of the Internal
Revenue Code (relating to the definition of
employment) is amended (1) by striking out
“or” at the end of paragraph (16), (2) by
striking out the period at the end of para-
graph (17) and inserting in lieu thereof
“ or”, and (3) by adding the following new
paragraph:

*“(18) Service performed by an individual
who has attained the age of sixty-five.”

MATCHING GRANTS TO STATES
FOR EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
ON THE EFFECTS OF TOBACCO
AND ALCOHOL

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, for
myself and the able Senators from Utah
[Mr. Moss and Mr. BEnNNETT], I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
which would aid States in conducting
programs to inform and educate school-
children regarding the effects of tobacco
and alcohol on the human body. Under
provisions of this proposal, Federal
funds would be available on a matching
basis to individual States wishing to
take advantage of such grants; the pro-
gram is entirely permissive.

The legislation which I am introduc-
ing today is identical to that which I in-
troduced in the last Congress, I am
pleased to announce that Congressman
Davip King of Utah is introducing simi-
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lar legislation in the other body today
to aid in meeting this need.

I have been disturbed for some time
over the flood of glamour advertising of
tobacco and alcohol which has deluged
our young people. The finest talents of
Madison Avenue seem to be working at
double time to prepare this cascade of
advertising aimed at persuading our
young people to use cigarettes and liquor.
Our billboards and periodicals are satu-
rated with this advertising. We cannot
tune it out of our radio and television.

Our most prominent athletes and
glamorous figures of stage and screen
are featured in this advertising, which
is aimed directly at our Nation’s youth.
How can school officials enforce no-
smoking rules among their student
bodies when youngsters are told at every
hand that this great baseball hero and
that beautiful screen star smoke such
and such a brand of cigarette? Young
people are highly imitative by nature.
Can we not but expect them to follow the
patterns which they associate with suc-
cess?

By conftrast, Mr. President, our U.S.
Public Health Service has announced
these findings:

First. Smokers’ death rate from all
causes is 32 percent higher than non-
smokers.

Second. For habitual smokers of cig-
arettes, the death rate is 58 percent
higher.

Third. For very heavy smokers—two
packs of cigarettes per day—the death
rate is nearly twice that for non-
smokers.

Fourth. Regular cigarette smokers
have about 10 times as many fatal cases
of lung cancer as nonsmokers, and about
a 63 percent higher death rate from
coronaries.

Fifth. For very heavy cigar or pipe
smokers, the death rate is about the
same as for smokers of one-half to one
pack of cigarettes a day.

Yet what American youngster—in-
deed, what parent—has heard this
warning amid the tumult of advertising
praise of tobacco? During the 4-year
period when our leading health agency
has published information and statistics
such as those cited above, the consump-
tion of cigarettes in our country has
soared from 355 billion annually to some
409 billion.

Is there not some grim irony in this
situation: in which one arm of our Gov-
ernment warns of the dangers of use of
tobacco and another arm—our Agricul-
ture Department—pays price supports
to the growers of tobacco?

Does this situation follow any pattern
of logical or reasonable explanation?
How can we, in the sophisticated Amer-
ica of the TV dinner and the automotive
forward look, rationalize a situation in
which our Nation’s youth is beseeched,
constantly, to commence a habit which
the Public Health Service warns may
lead to one of the most dread diseases
known to mankind? Is there not a cry-
ing need here for dissemination of the
story of the effects of the use of these
products?

Our youngsters deserve at least the
background to resist the daily outpour-
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ings in behalf of cigarettes and liquors.
We owe this much to the health, tran-
quillity, and happiness of America’s next
generation.

With regard to the inclusion of alco-
hol education in my bill, I would like to
note that my own State of Oregon has,
for many years, dedicated a portion of
the income from its State liquor mo-
nopoly system to temperance education.
When the State of Oregon took over the
liquor retail business in 1933, the origi-
nal authorizing act provided that some
of the revenues realized should go to
providing information encouraging tem-
perance.

Mr . President, the bill I infroduce
speaks for itself. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point, together with an arti-
cle on this subject entitled “Pattern for
Progress,” which I wrote for the Janu-
ag—February 1959 issue of Listen maga-
zine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
and article will be printed in the Recorn.

The bill (S. 1394) to provide grants to
the States to assist them in informing
and educating children in schools with
respect to the harmful effects of tobacco,
alcohol, and other potentially deleterious
consumables, introduced by Mr. NEU-
BERGER (for himself, Mr. BENNETT, and
Mr. Moss), was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
A bill to provide grants to States to assist

them in informing and educating children

in schools with respect to the harmful
effects of tobacco, aleohol, and other
potentially deleterious consumables

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Segcrion 1. The purpose of this Act is to
ald the States, through the making of Fed-
eral grants on a matching basis, in informing
and educating children in the harmful effects
of tobacco, alcohol, and other potentially
deleterious consumables,

DEFINITIONS

Bec. 2. For the purposes of this Act—

(a.} The term “State"” means one of the
forty-nine States, the District of Columbia,
Hawall, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands;

(b) The term “State agency” means the
State board of education or other agency or
officer primarily responsible for the State
supervision of elementary and secondary
schools, or if there 18 no such agency or
officer any statewide educational agency
within the State designated by or under
Btate law, or in the absence thereof by
the governor, to be the single State educa-
tional agency responsible for developing and
submitting a State plan under the provi-
slons of this Act; and

(c) The term “Commissioner” means the
Commissioner of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare,

STATE APPLICATIONS

S8ec. 3. The Commissioner shall approve
any application for funds for carrying out
the purpose of this Act if such application—

(a) designates the State agency for carry-
ing out such purpose;

(b) provides a plan in accordance with
the provisions of this Act and in such detail
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as the Commissioner may require, for carry-
ing out such purpose; and

(c) provides that such State agency will
make such reports and in such form, and
containing such information as the Commis-
sloner may from time to time reasonably
require.

STATE PLANS

Sec. 4. A State plan for carrying out the
purpose of this Act shall set forth, in such
detail as the Commissioner may by regula-
tions prescribe—

(a) the number of schoolchildren in the
State who it is proposed will be benefited by
the provisions of this Act;

(b) the types of potentially deleterious
consumables, in addition to tobacco and al-
cohol, with respect to which it is proposed
that such children will be educated and
informed;

(c) the amount of time it is proposed will
be devoted to informing and educating such
children with respect to such potentially
deleterious consumables;

(d) an estimate of the cost which will be
“Incurred by the State in providing such in-
formation and education; and

(e) a description of the instruction tech-
nigques proposed to be employed in imparting
such education and information.

APPROVAL OF STATE PLANS

Sec. 5. (a) The Commissioner shall ap-
prove any State plan which (1) fulfills the
conditions specified in section 4 and (2) is
otherwise effectively designed to carry out the
purpose of this Act.

(b) Whenever the Commissioner, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to the State agency, finds that—

(1) the State plan submitted by such
agency and approved under subsection (a)
of this section has been so changed that it
no longer complies with the provisions of
section 4, or no longer is effectively designed
to carry out the purpose of this Act; or

(2) in the administration of such plan
there is a failure to comply substantially
with any such provision or carry out such
purpose;
the Commissioner shall withhold further
payments under the provisions of this Act
to the State, until he is satisfied that there
is no longer any such failure to comply, or,
if compliance is impossible, until the State
repays or arranges for the repayment of any
Federal money which has been diverted or
improperly expended.

PAYMENTS TO STATES

SeC. 6. The Commissioner shall pay to
each State, out of any money appropriated
for the purpose of this Act and in such
amounts at such time or times during each
year as he shall determine, one-half of the
costs incurred by such State under a plan
approved under the provisions of this Act.

APPROPRIATIONS

Bec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

The article presented by Mr. Neu-
BERGER is as follows:

PATTERN FOR PROGRESS

(By Hon. RicEARD L. NEUBERGER, U.S. Senator
from the State of Oregon)

The time has come, I believe, for serious
Americans to confront a number of cbvious
facts. One of these is the fact that despite
all the wealth lavished upon the American
standard of living—and we are the wealth-
jest country in the world in terms of con-
sumer goods and creature comforts—the male
citizens of the United States have a shorter
life expectancy than those of no fewer than
seven other nations. It is significant that
the men of Holland, Great Britain, Norway,
Sweden, New Zealand, Israel, and Denmark
all live longer than their counterparts in
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the United States. This 1s true, I repeat,
in spite of the fact that America has a
higher per caplta income and a greater con-
sumer-purchasing power than any other
nation, We have more food, we have more
vitamins, we have more shelter, we have
more clothing—yet a shorter life expectancy.

What are the reasons for this situation?
I am not wise enough to give the final
definitive answer, but I would say that
among the reasons are these: First, an ex-
cessive rellance upon alcohol and tobacco
to relieve the tensions of our modern com-
petitive culture; and, second, the lack of
emphasis upon physical education and in-
dividual athletic activity.

For example, I think it is a commentary
on our soclety that between 1854 and 1958,
as disclosed by the U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice, smokers’ death rates from all causes
were 32 percent higher than those of non-
smokers. 'The rate for regular smokers of
cigarettes was 68 percent higher than for
nonsmokers. For heavy smokers—two packs
or more a day—the death rate was twice
that of nonsmokers. Yet despite these facts,
disclosed by a Federal agency which spends
millions of dollars appropriated by Congress
for research in this most vital of fields, dur-
ing this same perlod the annual consump-
tion of cigarettes among Americans increased
from 355 billion to 410 billion.

One of my approaches to this problem is
from the angle of education. I have in-
troduced legislation into Congress which
would authorize Federal matching funds to
any State whose schools would conduct
courses telllng of the adverse impact on
health of the use of alcohol and cigarettes.

When I spoke early this year at Harvard
Medical School, one of the greatest doctors
in our country asked me, “Have you noticed
that the advertising for both alcohol and
tobacco is beamed to the young person?”
It is evidently felt that any older person who
uses such products is already hooked, that
the habit is formed, and that he has been
secured firmly and perhaps until death as a
customer. For this reason the appeal and
the glamor of such advertising are directed
to the young person.

Since that doctor asked me such a ques-
tion I have tried to watch the advertise-
ments and the television appeals. I have
noticed on television, for example, that cig-
arette advertising often shows a handsome
young man driving up to a house in a fancy
convertible. He honks the horn, and a
good-looking girl comes out of the house,
down the steps two at a time, jumps in the
car beside him and puts her arm around
him, and they drive off. As they do so, he
lights up a cigarette for her, then she lights
one for him, In this way the manufacturer
makes use of the appeal of sex, the appeal
of youth to youth, the appeal of athletic
prowess on the part of the boy, and of
glamor and beauty on the part of the girl.

In a country with freedom of the press
it is extremely difficult to restrict advertis-
ing. The Federal Trade Commission has for
many years tried it, with greater or less in-
tensity, depending on the policies of the
Commission at any particular time. It has
not had much success, perhaps with good
excuse.

For this reason I think the least we can
do is to arm our young people with basic
physical facts about these products so that
they have a fighting chance to resist such
subtle appeals. The young people of this
Nation will be the citizens of the future;
they will decide the destiny and fate of our
country, and perhaps of all mankind.

It is a sad commentary on our civiliza-

tion that during the first 6 months of 1958,

which were unfortunately a time of business
recession and general decline, General Mo~
tors profits were down 29 percent, Standard
Oil profits down 30 percent, the profits of
United States Steel down 46 percent, but at
the same time the profits of the American
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Tobacco Co. were up 22 percent. It is sig-
nificant that, at a time when the greatest
industrial firms in our country were expe-
riencing a diminution in their profits, the
largest cigarette manufacturing company
had a vast increase in profits.

We have 6 agricultural products described
legislatively as basic, out of some 172 such
major commodities. These siz qualify for
Federal price supports; in other words, if a
person’s farm has a historic acreage pattern
of one of these six, he qualifies for price-
support payments.

To me it has always been ludicrous that
one of the six basics of American life is to-
bacco. The other five, if I'm not mistaken,
are wheat, corn, cotton, rice, and peanuts.
Thus, tobacco is one' of the crops we
subsidize.

We rise up in righteous wrath and indig-
nation when we hear that Red China sub-
sldizes the growlng of popples for opium.
But I wonder what people in other countries
think when they learn that the U.S. Public
Health Service, an agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment, reports that the death rate among
heavy smokers is nearly twice that for non-
smokers, and yet another agency of our Gov-
ernment, the Department of Agriculture,
pays price supports to farmers to encourage
the production of tobacco.

You know, Robert Burns, the great and
talented Scotsman, once said:

*“0 wad some Power the giftie gie us
To see oursels as ithers see us.”

The second factor I mentioned is that we
Americans don't get enough exercise. We
are in the habit of getting into an automo-
bile to go two blocks, or using an elevator
to go up one floor. We have almost stopped
using the ordinary method by which human
beings were supposed to travel over this
earth before the internal combustion engine
was ever invented.

I think it wouldn't hurt us at all if occa-
sionally some Americans got a little bit of
physical exercise, We are the greatest Na-
tion for spectator sports in the entire his-
tory of the world. It is easy, for example,
on a Saturday afternoon to get a hundred
thousand or a hundred and twenty thousand
people to watch 22 men take their exercise.

In all seriousness, I believe that one of the
things we should do is to encourage physical
activity and athletic prowess not only on the
part of the athlete in our soclety, but on the
part of the average person. I am strongly
in favor of the President's Commission on
Physical Fitness, but I am disturbed by the
things that it has revealed about the lack of
physical condition not only on the part of
those to be inducted into our armed services,
but also of the average American who is
around middle age. We need a great deal
more physical stamina in our country. Too
much emphasis is put on the superior athlete
and the great athlete, which very few of us
can be, rather than on the average indi-
vidual.

I get concerned, too, when I see too much
emphasis on mere prowess rather than on
having a good time, recreational and creative
time, playlng a game.

I recently read in the paper, for example,
of a coach in a little baseball league, who
gave his 8-, 9-, or 10-year-olds a bawling out
because they didn’t win their game. A per-
son doesn't need to win every time; he
doesn't need to be as fast as Roger Bannister;
but just let him go out and get some exer-
cise and have fun. I think it is important
for us to inculcate that spirit in the young
people of this country.

My appointment by Vice President Nixon
to the National Recreational Outdoors Re-
sources Review Commission is particularly
gratifying to me, because of my profound
conviction that the inspiring cathedral of
the outdoors is a great deterrent to immoral-
ity and wrong indulgence,
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All too few Americans appreciate from
personal experience the majesty of the
mountains and the sublime grandeur of a
rocky seacoast, the cry of the loon at dawn
and the honk of the gander at sunset. These
are impressions which follow a person
through life, but not enough people know
them. I belleve it was Thoreau who said
that all the speeches ever delivered in Con-
gress were as nothing compared with one
gentle breath of the south wind. Men and
women accustomed to the sky for a roof
generally have a profound appreciation of
the Creator of such marvels,

I am one of four Senate cosponsors of the
Humphrey bill to establish a Youth Conser-
vation Corps, which would be patterned after
the CCC camps of the 1930’s, by which Presi-
dent Roosevelt took idle youths from the
slums and sent them into the national parks
and national forests to do trail building and
shelter construction. He saved these young
men from a life of crime, drug addiction,
alcoholism, and Jail cells.

Today the crime rate is the highest In
American history, and many of the new
criminals are teenagers. I think the Youth
Conservation Corps is one way to get these
boys out of back alleys and into the pine
woods, before they have a felony conviction
on their records, a convictlon which will
hound them all their lives.

The sheer physical stamina and endurance
required by the vast outdoors are a deter-
rent to indulgence in both alcohol and
tobacco. Remember the famous mountain-
climbing book “The White Tower” by James
Ramsay Ullman? The great Swiss guide
decided he had to get one of his party off
the perilous peak when the man began
drinking furtively, before he could plunge
the entire group to disaster.

My wife, for 12 years a teacher of physi-
cal education in our public schools, has al-
ways insisted to me that a healthful and
gestful appreclation of the outdoors is in-
compatible with excesses. Mrs. Neuberger’s
notion of fun is to frolic in her Oregon-
made bathing suit in the spray of a water-
fall nurtured by snowbanks, so I imagine
she would gualify as an authority on the
Spartan way of life.

Americans today probably face a sterner
challenge than any generation of people in
our country has faced since its founding
nearly 200 years ago.

I happen to be one who belleves not in
prohibition, but In education. I believe
there are very few people in the United
Btates who, if they know the basic facts of
the impact on health, on nervous systems, on
personality, of alcohol and tobacco, will will-
fully go on and indulge to any degree—Iif
indeed at all—in either of these drugs.
It is important to show there is no relation
whatsoever between such things and per-
sonal prestige, achievement, and distinction.

The task is not easy. I doubt if any im-
portant task is easy. However, the chal-
lenge is great, the opportunity is great, and
the goal is commendable, for on its attain-
ment rests the future of our country. In
the final analysis what our country does
and what it symbolizes to the world will be
dependent upon the health, the vitality, and
the strength of its people.

I am thoroughly convinced that anything
which weakens the health and strength of
Americans is a menace not only to Amer-
ica but to the survival of liberty upon this
planet,

NATIONAL TUREKEY MAREKETING
ACT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, at
the request of the National Turkey Fed-
eration, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to enable producers to pro-
vide a supply of turkeys adequate to meet
the needs of consumers, to maintain

oV——250
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orderly marketing conditions, and to pro-

mote and expand the consumption of

turkeys and turkey products. I am
joined in the sponsorship of this proposal
by my colleague the junior Senator from

Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY] and by Sen-

ators MAGNUSON, YARBOROUGH, JACKSON,

NEUBERGER, MORSE, SYMINGTON, PROX-

MIRE, CURTIS, Moss, BEALL, FULBRIGHT,

and WILEY.

I ask that this bill be held at the desk
until the end of the day, Wednesday,
March 18, to accept additional sponsors
who may be interested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Minnesota.

The bill (S. 1395) to enable producers
to provide a supply of turkeys adequate
to meet the needs of consumers, to main-
tain orderly marketing conditions, and
to promote and expand the consumption
of turkeys and turkey produects, intro-
duced by Mr. HumpHREY (for himself and
other Senators), was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
this measure is called the National Tur-
key Marketing Act, but in effect it is
essentially an enabling act providing the
means for turkey producers themselves
to develop and vote on a marketing order
designed to give more stability to their
industry. This act has the sponsorship
of the National Turkey Federation,
which made this proposal after several
vears of study and negotiations with the
various State turkey federations.

I, together with a number of col-
leagues, introduced this identical pro-
posal last year. Hearings were held, but
at the time it was not possible to get
sufficient agreement among committee
members to report the hill favorably.
Since that time, I believe that a greater
understanding of the meaning and the
value of this proposal has been achieved
both by committee members and by
members of various growers associations
who were not in full agreement last year.
However, there is still some hesitancy
among some groups, notably those on the
west coast. I understand that a some-
what similar proposal has been intro-
duced earlier this session by the Sena=-
tor from California [Mr. ENGLE]. If is
my hope that hearings can be conducted
soon on these measures, and any differ-
ences of opinion ironed out at that time.

I have just received a communication
from the Minnesota Turkey Growers
Association, expressing their continued
support of the proposal and enclosing a
copy of Resolution 15 which was adopted
at their annual convention held Feb-
ruary 7 in Minneapolis. I ask unani-
mous consent that this resolution appear
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE MINNESOTA TUR-
KEY GROWERS ASSOCIATION AT ITS ANNUAL
ConvENTION, FEBRUARY 7, 1959, MINNE-
APOLIS, MINN.

Whereas the National Turkey Federation
in convention assembled at Des Moines,
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Iowa, in January of 1959 endorsed national
enabling legislation designed to provide the
turkey industry with an avenue of self-help;
and

Whereas the Minnesota Turkey Growers
Association had consldered the Impact of
such legislation at previous meetings and
board of directors’ sessions: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the membership of this
assocliation go on record as favoring such
enabling legislation as may be introduced
in Congress through the efforts of the Na-
tional Turkey Federation so long as such
legislation is limited to being a fund-rais-
ing vehicle for research and promotion pur-
poses.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
turkey production is a significant agri-
cultural enterprise in Minnesota and
many other States of the Union. It
makes an important contribution to our
economy. Through promotion work car-
ried on by the industry, turkey has be-
come a staple year-round item of the
American diet instead of an occasional
holiday treat.

But expansion of the industry has
brought problems of temporary sur-
pluses, usually seasonal, that reflect the
need for some stabilization devices to
protect the producers. Turkey produc-
tion involves many hazards and risks,
and effective marketing stabilization
could help remove some of the uncer-
tainties. Through this bill, the turkey
producers are seeking some way to
achieve such markefing stabilization.

Let me emphasize that the bill intro-
duced today is essentially an enabling
measure. It does not set up any market-
ing agreement or order. It would pro-
vide a way for producers themselves to
finance g stabilization program consist-
ing of surplus removal or diversion, plus
research and market development. It
provides the means whereby the turkey
people could initiate marketing orders
which would, after hearing and ap-
proval by the Secretary if voted upon
favorably by a sufficient majority, put
the program into action.

Mr. President, I ask that a copy of
the proposed bill be printed at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

8. 1395
A bill to enable producers to provide a supply
of turkeys adequate to meet the needs of
consumers, to maintain orderly marketing
conditions, and to promote and expand the
consumption of turkeys and turkey prod-
ucts

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
shall be known as the “National Turkey Mar-
keting Act.”

Sec. 2. Breeder hens for the production of
hatching eggs and poults, and market tur-
keys are produced by persons widely scattered
throughout the several States, and hatching
eggs and market turkeys and turkey products
move in large part through the channels of
interstate or foreign commerce.

The number of breeder hens maintained,
the supply of hatching eggs, and the number
of poults hatched directly affect the supplies
of, the markets for, and the prices of, turkeys
and turkey products in commerce. Turkeys
which do not move to market in commerce
directly affect the markets for and the prices
of turkeys and turkey products in commerce.
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Farmers maintaining flocks of breeder hens
for the production of hatching eggs for
poults or market turkeys, persons hatching
eggs for the production of poults or market
turkeys, and growers of market turkeys in-
dividually have been unable to determine the
number of breeder hens required, or the
number of hatching eggs or poults to be
produced, to provide a supply of turkeys
needed to meet effective demand. As a con-
sequence turkey breeders and turkey hatch-
erymen and turkey growers are unable to
market in an orderly manner or to prevent
excessive supplies or shortages occurring in
commerce, with the result that prices fluctu-
ate widely, causing severe losses or injury
to producers and consumers of turkeys.

DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy
of the Congress that it is in the public in-
terest to encourage the producers of breeder
hens, hatching eggs, poults, and market tur-
keys, through marketing orders issued pursu-
ant to the provisions of this Act, to establish
and contribute to the support of (1) pro-
grams to provide, in the interests of produc-
ers and consumers, such supply and orderly
flow of turkeys in commerce through the
marketing season as will avoid unreasonable
fluctuations in supplies and prices, and as
will tend to provide a reasonable and ade-
quate return to efficient producers, and as
will tend to establish, as the prices to farm-
ers, parity prices as defined by section 301
(a) (1) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, and (2) research (in-
cluding disease control), promotion, and
market development programs to expand the
consumption of, and to assist, improve, or
promote the marketing and distribution in
commerce of turkeys and turkey products.

MARKETING ORDERS

Sec. 4. (a) To effectuate the declared pol-
icy of this Act, the Secretary shall, subject
to the provisions of this section, issue and
from time to time amend, orders applicable
to persons engaged in the marketing in com-
merce of breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults
or market turkeys, and to buyers of turkeys
for slaughter.

NOTICE AND HEARING

(b) Whenever the Secretary, upon the re-
quest of producers of breeder lens, hatching
eggs, poults, or market turkeys, has reason
to believe that the issuance of an order will
tend to effectuate the declared policy of this
Act, he shall give due notice of and an op-
portunity for a hearing upon a proposed
order. The formulation of the terms of any
such order for proposal to the Secretary or
the carrying out of any provision of this Act
shall not be held to be in viclation of any
of the antitrust laws of the United States
and shall be deemed to be lawful.

FINDING AND ISSUANCE OF ORDERS

(c) After such notice and opportunity for
hearing, the Secretary shall issue an order
if he finds, and sets forth in such order, upon
the evidence introduced at such hearing (in
addition to such other findings as may be
specifically required by this section) that the
issuance of such order and all of the terms
and conditions thereof will tend to effectuate
the declared policy of this Act.

TERMS

(d) Orders issued pursuant to this section
shall contain one or more of the following
terms and conditions, and (except as pro-
vided in subsection (e)) no other:

(1) Requiring that every person maintain-
ing breeder hens for the production for com-
merce of hatching eggs, poults, or market
turkeys register his name and address, and
that each such breeder hen be registered and
issued an official band in accordance with the
terms of the marketing order.

(2) Providing for the payment by the
person registering breeder hens of a market
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development and stabilization fee for each
breeder hen registered and issued an of-
ficial band in accordance with the terms of
the marketing order.

(3) Prohibiting the marketing in com=-
merce of breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults,
or market turkeys produced other than by
breeder hens registered and issued an of-
ficlal band In accordance with the terms
of the marketing order,

(4) Prohibiting the marketing in com-
merce of breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults,
or market turkeys by any person owning,
possessing, or controlling any breeder hens
which have not been registered and issued an
official band in accordance with the terms
of the marketing order.

(5) Providing for payments from funds
collected pursuant to the marketing order
for marketing breeder hens for slaughter
in accordance with the terms of the mar-
keting order.

(68) Providing for the payment by the per-
son hatching eggs for the production of
poults for commerce or marketing hatching
eggs in commerce for the purpose of hatch-
ing of a market development and stabiliza-
tion fee for each hatching egg so hatched
or marketed in accordance with the terms of
the marketing order.

(7T) Providing for the payment by the per-
son marketing poults in commerce or re=-
taining poults for the production of market
turkeys for commerce, of a market de-
velopment and stabllization fee for each
poult marketing in commerce or retained
for the production of turkeys for market in
commerce in accordance with the terms of
the marketing order.

(8) Providing for payments from funds
collected pursuant to the marketing order
for diverting hatching eggs or poults from
the channels of commerce.

(9) Providing for the purchase from funds
collected pursuant to the marketing order,
and the sale or other disposition of breeder
hens, hatching eggs, or poults not needed
for the production of market turkeys.

(10) Providing for the payment by the
person marketing market turkeys in com-
merce of a market development and sta-
bilization fee for each market turkey mark-
eting in commerce in accordance with the
terms of the marketing order.

(11) Providing for the withholding from
the proceeds of sale of breeder hens, hatch-
ing eggs, poults and market turkeys of any
market development and stabilization fees
becoming due and owing by reason of the
marketing of same, and for the disposition
of such fees in accordance with the terms
of the marketing order.

(12) Providing for payments to be made
from funds collected pursuant to the mar-
keting order to encourage the marketing,
sale, export, diversion, or other utilization
of market turkeys or turkey products in
accordance with the terms of the marketing
order.

(13) Providing for the purchase from
funds collected pursuant to the marketing
order and the rale, donation, export, or other
disposition of market turkeys or turkey
products to facilitate marketing, promote
consumption, or effectuate a better balance
between supply and demand of turkeys in
accordance with the terms of the marketing
order.

(14) Establishing or providing for the
establishment of research (including disease
control), promotion and market development
programs designed to assist, improve, or
promote the marketing, distribution, or con-
sumption of turkeys or turkey products, the
expense of such projects to be pald from
funds collected pursuant to the marketing
order.

(15) Any term or condition incidental to,
not inconsistent with, and necessary to ef-
fectuate any other terms and conditions of
such order.
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TERMS COMMON TO ALL ORDERS

(e) Any order issued pursuant to this sec-
tion shall provide a method for the selection
of a marketing board to administer such
order. Such order shall also provide for
adequate representation on the marketing
board of each :lass of producer (as de-
fined in section 8(m) of this Act) sub-
Jject to the order and for proper regional rep-
resentation. The members of the board
shall be appointed by the Secretary from
nominations made by producers. Upon re-
quest of the marketing board the Secretary
shall appoint from persons engaged in allied
industries advisers to advise the board on
any master on which the board may request
advice in connection with the performance
of its duties. No action taken by any such
board affecting any class of producer as de-
fined in section 8(m) of this Act shall be
effective unless such action is approved by
a majority of the members of the board rep-
resenting such class of producer. Each mar-
keting order shall state the maximum mar-
ket development and stabillzation fee which
may be assessed against any class of pro-
ducer. The order shall define the powers
and duties of the marketing board which
shall include the power:

(1) To administer such order in accord-
ance with its terms and provisions;

(2) To establish committees or subcom-
mittees to carry out assigned duties and
functions and to designate persons who may
or may not be members of the marketing
board to serve upon such committees:

(3) To employ or retail the services of
necessary personnel;

(4) To enter into contracts or agreements
to secure the services of others (including
trade organizations serving the turkey in-
dustry) in administering the order and in
formulating, developing and carrying out
programs for the removal or diversion of sur-
plus breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults, and
market turkeys from the market, for con-
ducting research (including disease control),
promotion and market development projects
to expand the consumption of, and markets
for, turkeys or turkey products, and for
carrying out any other activity provided for
in a marketing order;

(5) To recommend to the Secretary rules
and regulations to effectuate the terms and
provisions of such order;

(6) To receive, investigate, and report to
the Secretary complaints of violations of such
order;

(7) Torecommend to the Secretary amend-
ments to or suspension or termination of,
such order; and

(8) To collect market development and
stabilization fees and to pay from moneys
collected such expenses as may be incurred
by such marketing board in the performance
of its duties as authorized under this Act,
including compensation and expenses to
members of the board and advisers.

CONSUMER SAFEGUARD

(f) Whenever the average price of turkeys
to growers equals or exceeds the parity price
and the Secretary determines that the aver-
age price for turkeys for the marketing season
will equal or exceed the parity price, the Sec-
retary shall suspend the operation of the
provisions of any order authorizing the ex-
penditure of funds for purchasing or divert-
ing market turkeys from normal channels of
distribution, and no funds shall be expended
to reduce the supply of breeder hens, hatch-
ing eggs, or poults available for the produc-
tion of market turkeys whenever the Secre-
tary determines that the average price of
market turkeys to producers during the
ensuing marketing season will exceed the
parity price.

REQUIREMENT OF REFERENDUM AND
APPROVAL

(g) The Secretary shall conduct a referen-
dum among producers for the purpose of as-

PRODUCER
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certalning whether the issuance of an order
is approved or favored by producers, as re-
quired under the applicable provisions of
this Act. No order issued pursuant to this
section shall be effective unless the Secretary
determines that the issuance of such order
is approved or favored:

(1) By not less than 65 per centum by
number of the producers of market turkeys
voting in such referendum who, during a
representative perlod determined by the Sec-
retary, have been engaged in the production
of market turkeys, and who produced not less
than 51 per centum of the market turkeys
during sald representive period produced by
producers voting in such referendum, or by
not less than 51 per centum by number of
the producers of market turkeys voting in
such referendum who, during the representa-
tive period determined by the Secretary, have
been engaged in the production of market
turkeys, and who produced not less than
65 per centum of the market turkeys pro-
duced by producers voting in such referen-
dum, and

(2) By not less than 51 per centum by
number of the producers voting in such
referendum of each commodity specified in
such marketing order who, during a repre-
sentalive period determined by the Secretary,
have been engaged in the production of such
commodity for market, and who produced
not less than 65 per centum by volume of
such commodity produced by producers
voting in such referendum, or by not less
than 65 per centum by number of the pro-
ducers of each commodity specified in such
marketing order voting in such referendum
who, during a representative period deter-
mined by the Secretary, have been engaged
in the production of such commodity for
market and who produced not less than 51
per centum by volume of such commodity
produced by producers voting in such
referendum.

AMENDMENT, SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION OF
ORDERS

(h) (1) The Secretary shall, whenever he
finds that any marketing order issued under
this section, or any provision thereof, ob-
structs or does not tend to effectuate the
declared policy of this Act, terminate or
suspend the operation of such order or such
provision thereof.

(2) Upon the request of the marketing
board the Becretary shall conduct a referen-
dum to determine whether producers favor
the amendment, suspension, or termination
of a marketing order. The Secretary shall
suspend or terminate the provisions of a
marketing order relating to any commodity
specified therein whenever he determines
that the suspension or termination of such
order is approved or favored by a majority
of the producers of market turkeys voting
in such referendum or of the producers of
such commodity voting in such referendum
who, during a representative period deter-
mined by the Secretary, have been engaged
in the production of such turkeys or of such
commodity, as the case may be: Provided,
That such majority have, during such rep-
resentative period, produced more than 50
per centum of the volume of such turkeys
or of such commodity, as the case may be,
produced by the producers voting in such
referendum.

(3) The termination or suspension of any
order or amendment thereto or provision
thereof, shall not be considered an order
within the meaning of subsection (j) of
this section.

(4) The provisions of this Act applicable
to marketing orders shall be applicable to
amendments to orders.

ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE IN REFERENDUM

(1) At least fifteen days prior to conduct-
ing any referendum under this Act, the Sec-
retary shall issue a public notice fixing a
time and a place in each county where
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producers who, during a representative
period determined by the BSecretary, have
been engaged in the production of market
turkeys or of a commodity specified in a
proposed marketing order, may register their
names, addresses, and such other pertinent
Information as the Becretary may require.
The Secretary may exclude any person who
fails to so register or who is otherwise in-
eligible to vote from participating in the
referendum.
PETITION AND REVIEW

{J) (1) Any person subject to any order
may file a written petition with the Secre-
tary, stating that any such order or any pro-
vision of any such order or any obligation
imposed in connection therewith is not in ac-
cordance with law and praying for a modifi-
cation thereof or to be exempted therefrom.
He shall thereupon be given an opportunity
for a hearing upon such petition, in accord-
ance with regulations made by the Secretary.
After such hearing, the Secretary shall make
a ruling upon the prayer of such petition
which shall be final in accordance with law.

(2) The district courts of the United States
in any district in which such person is an in-
habitant, or has his principal place of busi-
ness, are hereby vested with jurisdiction in
equity to review such ruling, provided a com-
plaint for that purpose is filed within twenty
day from the date of the entry of such ruling.
Bervice of process in such proceedings may
be had upon the Secretary by delivering to
him a copy of the complaint. If the court
determines that such ruling is not in accord-
ance with law, it shall remand such proceed-
ings to the Secretary with directions either
(1) to make such ruling as the court shall
determine to be in accordance with law, or
(2) to take such further proceedings as, in
its opinion, the law requires. The pendency
of proceedings instituted pursuant to this
subsection (j) shall not impede, hinder or
delay the United States or the Secretary from
obtaining relief pursuant to section 5(b) of
this Act.

LIMITATION OF LIABILITY

(k) In exercising powers granted pursuant
to this section the members of any market-
ing board and any agents or employees of
any such board shall not be held liable in-
dividually in any way whatsoever for errors
in judgment, mistakes, or other acts, either
of commission or omission, except for their
own acts of dishonesty or crime. No such
person shall be held responsible for any act
or omission of any other such persons.

ENFORCEMENT

Bec. 5. (a) Any fee assessed pursuant to
any marketing order issued hereunder shall
be due and payable to the marketing board
by the person liable therefor under the
terms of the order. In the event of fallure
by any person so assessed to pay any such
fee in accordance with the terms of the
marketing order, the Secretary, upon request
of the marketing board, may cause a suit to
be instituted against such person in a court
of competent jurisdiction for the collection
thereof. Any funds so recovered shall be paid
to the marketing board for carrying out the
terms of the marketing order,

(b) Any person who willfully viclates any
provision of any marketing order duly is-
sued by the Secretary hereunder or who fails
or refuses to pay any fee duly required of
him thereunder shall be liable civilly in an
action brought in the name of the United
States for an amount not exceeding $1,000
for each separate violation or fallure or re-
fusal to pay.

(¢) The several district courts of the
United States are vested with jurisdiction
specifically to enforce, and to prevent and
restrain any person from violating any order
or regulation made or issued pursuant to this
Act.

(d) Upon request of the Secretary it shall
be the duty of the several district attorneys
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of the United States in their respective dis-
tricts, under the direction of the Attorney
General, to institute proceedings to enforce
the remedies and to collect the fees and civil
penalties provided for in this section.

BOOKS AND RECORDS: DISCLOSURE OF
INFORMATION

Seec. 6. (a) All persons subject to a market-
ing order issued by the Secretary hereunder,
shall maintain books and records adequate
to reflect their operations subject to the
order and shall furnish to the Secretary, as
may be called for from time to time by the
Secretary, reports covering such operations.
For purposes of ascertaining the correctness
of any such reports or for the purpose of ob-
talning the necessary information in the
event of failure to furnish the information
requested, the SBecretary is authorized to ex-
amine any such books and records relating to
such operations.

(b) Any such information so obtained by
the Secretary, his agents, or the marketing
board concerned, shall be kept strictly confi-
dential and only such information so fur-
nished or acquired as the Secretary deems
relevant shall be disclogsed, and then only in
a sult or administrative hearing brought at
the direetion, or upon the request, of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, or to which he or any
officer of the United States is a party, and
involving the marketing order with reference
to which the information so to be disclosed
was furnished or acquired. Nothing in this
section shall be deemed to prohibit (1) the
issuance of general statements based upon
the reports of a number of persons subject
to an order, which statements do not identify
the information furnished by any person, or
(2) the publication by direction of the Sec-
retary of the name of any person viclating
any order, together with a statement of the
particular provisions of the marketing order
violated by such person. Any such officer or
employee violating the provisions of this sec-
tion shall upon conviction be subject to a
fine of not more than $1,000 or to imprison-
ment for not more than one year, or to both,
and shall be removed from office.

REGULATIONS

Sec. 7. The Secretary shall promulgate
such rules and regulations as are necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 8. For the purposes of this Act—

(a) The term “commerce” means inter-
state or foreign commerce and that commerce
which affects, burdens, or obstructs inter-
state or foreign commerce in breeder hens,
hatching eggs, poults, or market turkeys, or
which affects, burdens, or obstructs the sup-
ply or prices of such commodities in inter-
state or foreign commerce.

(b) The term “interstate or foreign com-
merce” means commerce between any State,
Territory, or possession, or the District of
Columbia, and any place outside thereof; or
between points within the same State or the
District of Columbia, but through any place
outside thereof; or within the District of
Columbila.

(¢) The term “marketing” means the offer
for sale, sale, or transfer of ownership by any
means of breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults,
or market turkeys, or the delivery to another
person of breeder hens for the production of
hatching eggs, hatching eggs for hatching,
poults for the production of breeder hens
or market turkeys, or market turkeys for
slaughter.

(d) The term “Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

(e) The term “person” means any indi-
vidual, partnership, corporation, association,
or any other business unit.

(f) The term “turkey” means a live tur-
key of any species over 6 weeks old.

(g) The term “market turkey' means a live
turkey over six weeks old produced or mar-
keted for the production of turkey products.
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(h) The term “breeder hen” means a live
turkey hen kept for the production of eggs
for hatching, or a live turkey hen ten months
old or older or any classification thereof
as defined in the marketing order.

(1) The term “poult” means a young live
turkey not over six weeks old.

(j) The term “hatching egg” means any
egg produced by a breeder hen.

(k) The term “turkey products” means
turkey which has been slaughtered for hu-
man food, any edible part of turkey, or any
human food product consisting of any edible
part of turkey separately or in combination
with other ingredients.

(1) The term “marketing season” means a
period of not more than twelve consecutive
months established pursuant to & marketing
order.

(m) The term “producer” means—

(1) in the case of breeder hens and hatch-
ing eggs, any person who owns more than
ten breeder hens for the production of hatch-
ing eggs for the production-poults or turkeys;

(2) in the case of poults, any person who
produces or acquires more than flve hundred
hatching eggs for the production of poults
for the production of turkeys;

(3) In the case of market turkeys, any
person who produces more than two hundred
and fifty turkeys for market. i

(n) The term “person engaged in allled
industries” means any person who is engaged
in the manufacture or distribution of feed
for poults or turkeys, the slaughtering or
processing of turkeys for market, or the dis-
tribution of turkey products.

SEPARABILITY

Bec. 9. If any provision of this Act or the
application thereof to any person or circum-
stances is held Invalid, the validity of the
remainder of the Act and of the application
of such provision to other persons and cir-
cumstances shall not be affected thereby.

EFFECTIVE DATE
Bec. 10. This Act shall take effect upon
enactment.

e —

PRESERVATION OF WORKS OF ART
OWNED BY UNITED STATES

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill pro-
viding that the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services shall preserve works of art
owned by the United States. The bill
has four main features.

First. Historic buildings: The Admin-
istrator of General Services, who is au-
thorized under present law to order the
demolition of any buildings declared sur-
plus to the needs of the Government un-
less the Secretary of the Interior coun-
teracts that order within 90 days, would
be directed to save historic buildings,
sites, objects and antiquities owned or
controlled by the United States which
are or may be threatened with destruc-
tion.

National Trust for Historic Preserva-
tion figures reveal that between April 23,
1956 and August 23, 1957, proposals to
demolish eight historic buildings were
referred to the Secretary of the Interior,
and only one building, the San Fran-
cisco Mint was saved by timely action
of the Secretary. Existing laws have not
been overhauled for a quarter of a cen-
tury and are inadequate to safeguard
our landmarks of the past.

Second. Works of art: Another pur-
pose of the bill is to direct the General
Services Administration to provide a
continuing program of preservation, re-
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pair, and restoration of works of art
owned by the United States and to ac-
quire suitable works of art for the dec-
oration of Federal public buildings.

Third. Architecture: The bill would
also direct the Administrator of the
General Services Administration to re-
quire high standards of architectural
design and decoration for Federal pub-
lic buildings and set up appropriate
machinery to accomplish this end after
consultation with the Commission of
Fine Arts, the Director of the National
Collection of Fine Arts and the Director
of the National Gallery of Art.

We have come a long way since the
days in which the usual Government
building was an unattractive pile of
cement, but we still have room for con-
siderable improvement. Anyone famil-
jar with the superb work done by the
Office of Foreign Buildings of the De-
partment of State in various posts
abroad knows what the creative genius
of American architects can accomplish if
given broader scope. The latter pro-
gram would be exempted by the terms of
the bill.

Fourth. Commission of Fine Arts:
The Commission of Fine Arts was
created in 1910 primarily to serve as
guardian for the L’Enfant plan for the
District of Columbia and it has con-
scientiously carried out that task.
Rightly or wrongly, however, the Com-
mission has gained the reputation of
restricting the competitions and com-
missions over which it has advisory re-
sponsibilities to a limited coterie of
friends. It may be claimed that the
style of work thus chosen harmonizes
with the esthetic ideal of the period
when Mr., L’Enfant—1754-1825—drew
his famous plans for Washington.

The United States has made signifi-
cant contributions to modern architec-
tural design and the decoration of such
buildings should be comparably vital
and original. If the influence of the
Commission of Fine Arts is to be ex-
tended throughout the United States,
then it is essential that this Commission
be enlarged, rotation of membership re-
quired, and its members appointed with
due regard for nominations submitted
by leading national organizations in the
fields of art concerned. My bill will
accomplish these changes.

Representative HEnry S. REuss, Dem-
ocrat of Wisconsin, and FrRaNg THOMP-
soN, Democrat of New Jersey, have
introduced companion bills in the House
of Representatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 1398) to provide that the
Administrator of General Services shall
preserve works of art owned by the
United States, restore such works of art
which have deteriorated or become dam-
aged, provide high standards of archi-
tectural design and decoration for Fed-
eral public buildings, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. CLARK, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

March 12

DEVELOPMENT OF DOMESTIC
FLUORSPAR INDUSTRY—ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, on
March 5, 1959, I introduced the bill (S.
1285) to provide for the preservation and
development of the domestic fluorspar
industry, and asked that the bill lie on
the table through March 11, 1959.
Through some oversight the bill was
printed that night. I ask unanimous
consent that the name of the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada [Mr,
Cannon] be added to the bill as a co-
Sponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

REPEAL OF 22D AMENDMENT TO
CONSTITUTION—ADDITIONAL CO-
SPONSOR OF JOINT RESOLUTION

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have my name
added to the list of sponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 11 which was intro-
duced on January 14 by the senior Sen-
ator from Missouri for himself, the ju-
nior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastore]l and the junior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Harrl. This joint reso-
lution proposes an amendment to the
Constitution to repeal the 22d amend-
ment. This latter amendment, limiting
by law the terms which a President can
serve despite any and all circumstances,
should never have been adopted. I wish,
by cosponsorship, to associate myself
with the distinguished sponsors of the
proposed amendment which would, in
effect, revoke it. As chairman of the
Subcommittee on Constitutional Amend-
ments, I shall do all in my power to see
that the Senate has a chance to pass up-
on this joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF CONSTITUTION
RELATING TO FILLING OF TEM-
PORARY VACANCIES IN HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSOR OF JOINT RESOLU-
TION

Mr. KEEFAUVER. Mr. President, on
January 29, I introduced Senate Joint
Resolution 39, a joint resolution to
amend the Constitution to authorize the
Governors of the 49 States to fill tempo-
rary vacancies in the House of Repre-
sentatives when the total number of such
vacancies exceeds half of the authorized
membership thereof.

On March 9, the Subcommittee on
Constitutional Amendments unanimous-
ly approved the joint resolution without
amendment and recommended that the
Committee on the Judiciary report it fa-
vorably to the Senate. At that time, the
junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dobppl, a distinguished member of the
subcommittee, did me the honor to re-
quest that he be joined as a cosponsor of
the joint resolution. I now ask unani-
mous consent that he be joined as a co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 39.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

By Mr. HUMPHREY:

Article entitled “Mikoyan's Success,” writ-
ten by Harrison E. Salisbury, and published
in the New York Times of January 11, 1959;
and article prepared by him entitled “Mi-
koyan's Visit Spells Further Soviet Salesman-
ship on Trade and Berlin, Senator HUMPHREY
States,” prepared for the North American
Newspaper Alliance.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS BY
THE SENATE CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHTS SUBCOMMITTEE ON “EX-
ECUTIVE PRIVILEGE"” AND “FREE-
DOM OF INFORMATION”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Sub-
committee on Constitutional Rights [Mr.
Hennmwes] has asked me to announce
that a public hearing will be conducted
by the subcommittee on Friday, March
13, 1959, at 10 am. in room 457 of
the Old Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.,, on “Executive Privilege”
and “Freedom of Information,” in ac-
cordance with the subcommittee’s pro-
grams for this year, under authorization
of Senate Resolution 62, summarized in
the accompanying Senate Report No. 31.

The witnesses will be: First, Robert
Keller, General Counsel of the General
Accounting Office, appearing for the
Comptroller General of the United
States, and accompanied by, second,
Lawrence Powers, Director of the De-
fense Accounting and Auditing Division,
General Accounting Office.

Third. Joseph W. Bishop, Jr., profes-
sor of law, Yale Law School, New Haven,
Conn.

Incidentally, the subcommittee hopes
to be able to hear Prof. Edward S. Cor-
win at some future date. Professor Cor-
win has indicated an interest in the
studies of the subcommittee but said
the other day he would be unable to
come to Washington at this time because
he has some throat trouble, Professor
Corwin, as we all know, is one of the
country’s leading writers and students
of Congress and the Presidency.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS
BY SENATE CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENTS SUBCOMMITTEE
ON TAXATION BY STATES OF
NONRESIDENTS

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, as

chairman of the standing Subcommittee
on Constitutional Amendments of the
Committee on the Judiciary, I wish to
announce that the subcommittee has
agreed to begin public hearings on faxa-
tion by States of nonresidents. The
hearings will begin April 15, 1959, at
10 am. in a hearing room to be an-
nounced later.

The following are the joint resolu-
tions on this subject which will be the
subject of the hearing: Senate Joint
Resolution 29, introduced on January 23,
1959, by both Senators from New Hamp-
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shire; Senate Joint Resolution 67, intro-
duced on March 5, 1959, by the senior
Senator from New Jersey; and a joint
resolution to be introduced very soon by
the junior Senator from Connecticut.

Anyone wishing to testify or file a
statement for the record should com-
municate with the Office of the Senate
Constitutional Amendments Subcom-
mittee so that the schedule of witnesses
can be prepared; the telephone number
is DIstrict 7-8220, and the mailing ad-
dress is: Senate Constitutional Amend-
ments Subcommittee, U.S. Senate,
Washington 25, D.C.

NOTICE: OF PUBLIC HEARINGS
BY SENATE CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENTS SUBCOMMITTEE
ON PRESIDENTIAL DISABILITY

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, one
of the few real gaps in our Constitution
relates to Presidential disability. It is a
gap which has been in the forefront of
the public mind for several years.

Last year, the Subcommittee on Con-
stitutional Amendments held extensive
hearings on this subject on January 24,
and February 11, 14, 18, and 28. The
printed hearings contain the statements
of a very large number of eminent law-
yers and political scientists. On March
12, 1958, Senate Joint Resolution 161,
85th Congress, was favorably reported
by the subcommittee. Unfortunately, no
action was taken on this resolution by
the full Committee on the Judiciary.

This year, I introduced Senate Joint
Resolution 40 on this same subject. This
joint resolution was discussed by the
subcommittee at its meeting on March
9, 1959. At that time, I agreed to amend
Senate Joint Resolution 40 in order that
it would be identical with the text of
Senate Joint Resolution 161, 85th Con-
gress, as reported by the subcommittee
last year. I am having a subcommitiee
print made of Senate Joint Resolution
40, as amended. However, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point the text of
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 40) as
amended.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution, as amended, was ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S.J. Res. 40
Joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States re-
lating to cases where the President is
unable to discharge the powers and duties
of his office

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the fol-
lowing article is proposed as an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States,
which shall be valid to all intents and pur-
poses as part of the Constitution when rati-
fled by the legislatures of three-fourths of
the several States:

“ARTICLE —

“Section 1, In case of the removal of the
President from office, or of his death or res-
ignation, the Vice President shall become
President for the unexpired portion of the
then current term.

“Sec. 2. If the President shall declare in
writing that he is unable to discharge the
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powers and duties of his Office, such powers
and dutles shall be discharged by the Vice
President as Acting President.

“Sec. 3. If the President does not so de-
clare, the Vice President, if satisfied that
such inability exists, shall, upon the written
approval of a majority of the heads of the
executive departments in office, assume the
discharge of the powers and duties of the
Office as Acting President.

“Sec. 4, Whenever the President makes
public announcement in writing that his
inability has terminated, he shall resume
the discharge of the powers and duties of
his Office on the seventh day after making
such announcement, or at such earlier time
after such announcement as he and the
Vice President may determine. But if the
Vice President, with the written approval
of a majority of the heads of executive de-
partments in office at the time of such
announcement, transmits to the Congress
his written declaration that in his opinion
the President’s inability has not terminated,
the Congress shall thereupon consider the
issue. If the Congress is not then in ses-
sion, it shall assemble in special session on
the call of the Vice President. If the Con-
gress determines by concurrent resolution,
adopted with the approval of two-thirds
of the Members present in each House, that
the inability of the President has not ter-
minated, thereupon, notwithstanding any
further announcement by the President, the
Vice President shall discharge such powers
and duties as Acting President until the
occurrence of the earliest of the following
events: (1) the Acting President proclaims
that the President's inability has ended, (2)
the Congress determines by concurrent res-
olution, adopted with the approval of a
majority of the Members present in each
House, that the President's inability has
ended, or (3) the President’s term ends.

“Sec. 6. The Congress may by law pro-
vide for the case of the removal, death,
resignation or inability, both of the Presi-
dent and Vice President, declaring what offi-
cer shall then act as President, and such
officer shall act accordingly until the dis-
ability be removed, or a President shall be
elected. If at any time there is no Vice
President, the powers and duties conferred
by this article upon the Vice President shall
devolve upon the officer eligible to act as
President next in line of succession to the
Office of President, as provided by law.

“Sec. 6. This article shall be inoperative
unless it shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the leg-
islatures of three-fourths of the several
States within seven years from the date of
its submission.”

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECorDp a statement in ex-
planation of the joint resolution.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

STATEMENT—THE INABILITY CLAUSE AND ITS
INTERPRETATION

The Constitution of the United States, in
article II, section 1, clause 6, contains pro-
visions relating to the continuity of the
executive power at times of death, resigna-
tion, inability, or removal of a President.
This clause reads as follows:

“In case of the removal of the President
from office, or of his death, resignation, or
inability to discharge the powers and duties
of the said office, the same shall devolve on
the Vice President, and the Congress may by
law provide for the case of removal, death,
resignation, or inablility, both of the Presi-
dent and Vice President, declaring what of-
ficer shall act accordingly, until the disability
be removed, or a President shall be elected.”
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This is the language of the Constitution
as it was adopted by the Constitutional Con-
vention upon recommendation of the Com-
mittee on Style. When this portion of the
Constitution was submitted to that Commit-
tee it read as follows:

“In case of his (the President's) removal
as aforesaid, death, absence, resignation, or
inability to discharge the powers or dutles
of his office, the Vice President shall exercise
those powers and duties until another Presi-
dent be chosen, or until the inability of the
Fresident be removed.

“The Legislature may declare by law what
officer of the United States shall act as Pres-
ident, in case of the death, resignation, or
disability of the President and Vice Presi-
dent; and such officer shall act accordingly,
until such disability be removed, or a Presi-
dent shall be elected.”

‘While the Committee on Style was given no
authority to change the substance of prior
determinations of the Convention, it is clear
that this portion of the draft which that
Committee ultimately submitted was a con-
siderable alteration of the proposal which
the Committee had received. The records
of the Constitutional Convention do not con-
tain any explicit interpretation of the pro-
visions as they relate to inabllity, As a mat-
ter of fact, the records of the Convention
contain only one apparent reference to the
aspects of this clause which deal with the
question of disability. It was Mr. John Dick-
inson, of Delaware, who, on August 27, 1787,
asked:

“What is the extent of the term ‘disability’
and who is to be the judge of it? (Farrand,
Records of the Constitutional Convention of
1787, vol. 2, p. 427.) "

The question is not answered so far as the
records of the Convention disclose.

It was not until 1841 that this clause of
the Constitution was called into question by
the occurrence of one of the listed contin-
gencies. In that year President Willlam
Henry Harrison died, and Vice President
John Tyler faced the determination as to
whether, under this provision of the Con-
stitution, he must serve as Acting President
or whether he became the President of the
United States. Vice President Tyler gave
answer by the oath as President of
the United States. While this evoked some
protest at the time, noticeably that of Sen-
ator William Allen, of Ohio, the Vice Presi-
dent (Tyler) was later recognized by the
Congress as President of the United States
by both Houses of Congress (Congressional
Globe, 27th Cong., 1st sess., vol. 10, pp. 3-5,
May 31 to June 1, 1841).

This precedent of John Tyler has since
been confirmed on six occasions when Vice
Presidents have succeeded to the Presidency
of the United States by virtue of the death
of the incumbent President. Vice Presidents
Fillmore, Johnson, , Theodore Roose-
velt, Coolidge, and Truman all became Presi-
dent initially in this manner,

The acts of these Vice Presidents, and the
acquiescence in, or confirmation of, their
acts by Congress have served to establish a
precedent that, In one of the contingencies
under article II, section 1, clause 6, that of
death, the Vice President becomes President
of the United States.

The clause which provides for succession
in case of death also applies to succession in
case of resignation, removal from office, or
inability. In all four contingencies, the
Constitution states: “the same shall devolve
on the Vice President.”

Thus it is sald that whatever devolves
upon the Vice President upon death of the
President, likewise devolves upon him by
reason of the resignation, inability, or re-
moval from office of the President (Theodore
Dwight, Presidential Inability, North Ameri-
can Review, vol. 133, p, 442 (1881) ).
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The Tyler precedent, therefore, has served
to cause doubt on the ability of an incapaci-
tated President to resume the functions of
his office upon recovery. FProfessor Dwight,
who later became president of Yale Univer-
sity, found further basis for this argument
in the fact that the Constitution, while caus-
ing either the office, or the power and duties
of the office, to “devolve” upon the Vice
President, is silent on the return of the office
or its functions to the President upon re-
covery. Where both the President and Vice
President are incapable of serving, the Con-
stitution grants Congress the power to de-
clare what officer shall act as President "“un-
til the disability is removed.”

These considerations apparently moved
persons such as Daniel Webster, who was
Secretary of State when Tyler took office as
President, to declare that the powers of the
office are inseparable from the office itself and
that a recovered President could not displace
a Vice President who had assumed the pre-
rogatives of the Presidency. This interpre-
tation gains support by implication from the
language of article I, section 3, clause 5 of
the Constitution which provides that the
Senate shall choose a President pro tempore
“in the absence of the Vice President, or
when he shall exercise the office of President
of the United States.

The doubt engendered by precedent was so
strong that on two occasions in the history
of the United States it has contributed ma-
terially to the fallure of Vice Presidents to
assume the office of President at a time when
a President was disabled. The first of these
occasions arose in 1881 when President Gar-
field fell vietim of an assassin’s bullet. Pres-
ident Garfield lingered for some 80 days dur-
ing which he performed but one official act,
the signing of an extradition paper. There
is little doubt but that there were pressing
issues before the executive department at
that time which required the attention of
a Chief Executive. Commissions were to be
issued to officers of the United States. The
foreign relations of this Nation required at-
tention. There were evidences of mail frauds
involving officials of the Federal Government.
Yet only such business as could be disposed
of by the heads of Government departments,
without Presidential supervision, was han-
dled. Vice President Arthur did not act.
Respected legal opinion of the day was di-
vided upon the ability of the President to
resume the duties of his office should he re-
cover. (See opinions of Lyman Trumbull,
Judge Thomas Cooley, Benjamin Butler, and
Prof. Theodore Dwight, Presidential Inability,
North American Review, vol. 133, pp. 417-
446 (1881).)

The division of legal authority on this
question apparently extended to the Cabinet,
for newspapers of that day, notably the New
York Herald, the New York Tribune and the
New York Times contain accounts stating
that the Cabinet considered the question of
the advisability of the Vice President acting
during the period of the President’s incapac-
ity. Four of the seven Cabinet members
were sald to be of the opinion that there
could be no temporary devolution of Presi-
dential power on the Vice President. This
group reportedly included the then Attorney
General of the United States, Mr. Wayne Mac-
Veagh. All of Garfield’s Cabinet were of the
view that it would be desirable for the Vice
President to act, but since they could not
agree upon the abllity of the President to
resume his office upon recovery, and because
the President's condition prevented them
from presenting the issue to him directly,
the matter was dropped.

It was not until President Woodrow Wilson
suffered a severe stroke in 1919 that the
matter became of pressing urgency again.
This damage to President Wilson's health
came at a time when the struggle concerning
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the position of the United States in the
League of Nations was at its height. During
this period of Wilson's physical limitations,
the Cabinet did not meet for a period of 8
months, Major matters of foreign policy
such as the Shantung Settlement were un-
resolved. The British Ambassador spent 4
months in Washington without being re-
ceived by the President. Twenty-elght acts
of Congress became law without the Presi-
dent's signature (Lindsay Rogers, Presi-
dentlal Inability, the Review, May B, 1920;
reprinted in 1858 hearings before Senate
Subcommittee on Constitutional Amend-
ments, pp. 232-235). The President’s wife
and a group of White House associates acted
as a screening board on decisions which
could be submitted to the President with-
out impairment of his health. (See Edith
Bolling Wilson, My Memoirs, pp. 288-200;
Hoeover, Forty-Two Years in the White House,
Pp. 105-106; Tumulty, Woodrow Wilson as I
Enow Him, pp. 437-438.)

As in 1881, the Cabinet considered the ad-
visability of asking the Vice President to act
as President. This time, there was consid-
erable opposition to the adoption of such
procedure on the part of assistants of the
President. It has been reported by a Presi-
dentlal secretary of that day that he re-
proached the Secretary of State for suggest-
ing such a possibility (Joseph P. Tumulty,
Woodrow Wilson as I Enow Him, pp. 443-
444), Upon the President's ultimate recov-
ery, the President caused the displacement
of the Secretary of State for reasons of dis-
loyalty to the President (Tumulty, Woodrow
Wilson as I Enow Him, pp. 444-445).

Recent incidents involving the physical
health of the President have again served to
focus attention on the inability clause. This
time, with the President of the United States
himself urging action, further interpreta-
tions of this clause have been given.

It was the expressed view of former At-
torney General Herbert Brownell that article
II, section 1, clause 6, of the Constitution
vested the power of determining inability in
the Vice President (hearings before the Spe-
cial Subcommittee on Study of Presidential
Inability, House Judiclary Committee, April
1, 1857, p. 30). This view is supported by the
present Attorney General (1958 hearings be-
fore Senate Constitutional Amendments Sub-
committee, February 18, 1958, p. 1756. For
like expression, see pp. 108-199).

No similar provision exists in the Con=-
stitution by which to determine the recovery
of the President or his ability to resume the
office. In the absence of such a provision it
must be presumed to be an open question.
The Attorney General in his testimony sug-
gested that it was his view that the powers
and duties of the Presidency, once having
devolved upon the Vice President, could
thereafter be resumed by the President upon
his determination that the inability had been
removed. At the same time, however, the
Attorney General admitted that there was
considerable divergence among legal opinion
concerning this viewpoint (1958 hearings
before Senate Constitutional Amendments
Subcommittee, pp. 1563-154).

THE PROPOSAL AND ITS ANALYSIS

Section 1 of the amendment would confirm
the historical practice by which a Vice Pres-
ident has become President upon the death
of a President. It would further extend the
practice to the contingencies of resignation
or removal from office, which, like death, are
contingencies of a permanent nature. The
Vice Presldent in such situations would con-
tinue to serve as President for the unexpired
portion of the deceased President’s term.
Thus the amendment seeks to separate the
problem of inability, which may be a tem=
porary contingency, from contingencies of a
permanent nature.
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Section 2 of the amendment permits the
discharge of the powers and duties of the
Office of President by the Vice President as
Acting President upon a declaration of the
President, in writing, that he is unable to
discharge the powers and duties of his Office.
This section would make abundantly clear
that, when the Vice President serves during
a period of inability of the President, he
serves only temporarily and is required to
relinquish the discharge of the powers and
duties of the Office whenever the President
of the United States has sufficlently recovered
to perform the functions of the Presidency.

Section 3 provides for the contingency
where the President does not, or is unable to,
declare his own inability. In such a situa-
tion the amendment would permit the Vice
President to consult with the heads of the
executive departments of Government and
would require the written approval of a
majority of them before the Vice President
could assume the discharge of the powers
and duties of the Presidency as Acting Pres-
ident.

In utilizing the term *“executive depart-
ments,” the amendment adopts language
which already appears in article 2 of the
Constitution. Such terminology does not
include the military Departments of the
Army, Navy, and Ailr Force. It does in-
clude the Departments of State, Justice, De-
fense, Treasury, Post Office, Agriculture, In-
terlor, Commerce, Labor, and Health,
Education, and Welfare. The language is
such that it may include other executive de-
partments which may be created by the
Congress at future times.

In determining whether a majority of the
heads of executive departments have given
their written approval, only those heads of
executive departments are to be counted
who have been duly appointed by the Presi-
dent prior to the institution of disability
proceedings by the Vice President. This is
the meaning of the requirement that the
heads of executive departments be “in
office.”

Sections 2 and 3 provide the means by
which a President may relinquish, or be re-
quired to relinquish, the powers and duties
of his office.

Section 4 contains the method and pro-
cedure by which a President may reassume
his office on recovery. It also provides a
check against the premature return of a
President who has not fully recovered from
his inability.

Section 4 provides that the President may
return to office on the seventh day after mak-
ing a public announcement in writing that
his inability has terminated. However, the
amendment further provides that if the Vice
President agrees that the inability of the
President has terminated, the President and
the Vice President may determine an earlier
day at which the President may resume the
discharge of the powers and duties of his
Office, but that day must be after the public
announcement. They may decide that the
President shall reassume his duties immedi-
ately. However, if the Vice President is con-
vinced that the inability of the President
persists, the amendment then makes it his
responsibility to consult with the heads of
the executive departments in office at the
time of the announcement of the President.

If he secures from a majority of such of-
ficers a written statement declaring that the
President's inability has not terminated, he
is obliged to transmit that determination to
the Congress along with his own written
declaration that the President’s inability has
not terminated. It is then up to the Congress
to act as the arbiter in this dispute. If the
Congress is not then in session, they are
obliged to assemble in special sesslon to
consider the issue. If the Congress de-
termines by a vote of two-thirds of the
Members present in each House that the in-
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ability has not terminated, the Vice Presi-
dent must discharge the powers and duties
of the Office of the President as Acting
President. The expression of the Congress is
to be by concurrent resolution, a method
which does not require the assent of the
President. The Vice President, after such a
determination by the Congress would con-
tinue to exercise the powers and duties as
Acting President until he was satisfied that
the President’s inability had terminated or
until the Congress, by concurrent resolution,
adopted with the approval of the majority of
the Members present in each House, had ex-
pressed its opinion that the President's in-
ability had terminated. If the President's
term ended before either of these contin-
gencies occurred, the Acting President, of
course, would likewise cease to act as
President.

Section 4 does not permit the Congress by
inaction to delay the return of the President
to the exercise of his prerogatives for more
than 6 days. It provides that if the dispute
concerning the President's fitness has not
been resolved against him before the seventh
day, he shall at that time resume the exercise
of the functions of the Presidency.

The first sentence of section 5 of the
amendment reenacts that part of the present
inability clause which provides that Con-
gress may, by law, provide for the case where
there is neither a President nor a Vice Presi-
dent, declaring what officer shall then act
as President until the disability be removed
or a new President elected. The second sen-
tence of sectlon 5 provides that at any time
when there is no Vice President the powers
and duties conferred by the amendment on
the Vice President shall devolve upon the
officer next in line of succession to the Office
of President, as provided by the succession
law enacted by the Congress.

Section 6 1s the usual procedural require-
ment that the amendment proposed shall not
be operative unless it shall have been ratified
by at least three-fourths of the legislatures
of the States within 7 years from the date of
its submission.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, this
amendment seeks to remove a vexatious
constitutional problem from the realm
of national concern. It spells out, with
a minimum of change, the procedures
which are to be utilized whenever a
President is unable to discharge the
powers and duties of his Office. In so
doing, it recognizes the vast importance
of the Office involved as well as the
tremendous interest which the people
of the United States have in the con-
tinuity of the executive power of the
United States.

It is a proposal which has been
fashioned through the cooperation of
both the legislative and the executive
branches of Government. It does not,
and cannot, cover every conceivable con-
tingency which it is possible for the
human mind to imagine. It is, how-
ever, a substantial improvement over
the existing provisions of the Constitu-
tion dealing with the same subject.

Mr. President, I shall write the At-
torney General and see if he wishes to
testify further on this subject. Also,
the subcommittee is prepared to hear
any additional witnesses on this sub-
ject who desire to be heard. Redquests
or statements for the record should be
addressed wit.hout. delay to Mr. Bernard

Fensterwald, J Chief Counsel, Sen-
ate Bubcommittee on Constitutional
gsmglgments U.S. Senafe, Washington
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TAXATION BY STATES OF SALA-
RIES OF PERSONS NOT RESI-
DENTS THEREOF—NOTICE OF
HEARING ON SENATE JOINT RES-
OLUTION 67

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Con-
stitutional Amendments of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, I wish to give
notice that a hearing will be held at 10
o'clock a.m., on April 15, 1959, on the
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 67) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States to limit the power of
the States and their political subdi-
visions to tax the salaries and wages of
persons who are not domiciliaries or
residents thereof.

IMPORTATION OF RUSSIAN-MADE
LABORATORY EQUIPMENT FOR
USE IN AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTIONS

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, day in
and day out it has been almost impos-
sible to pick up a newspaper and not
read that the Russians are supposedly
beating us at something or other.

With one sad commentary after an-
other being foisted upon the American
publie, it is appalling to read now that
the Soviets are preparing to sell their
Russian-made laboratory equipment to
our American high schools and colleges.

Just for a starter, the Russians are
sending to this country 6,000 pieces of
school laboratory equipment to help us
educate our youngsters. Items such as
microscopes, projectors, and electronic
devices, we are told, are being sold, or
are scheduled to be sold, to our schools
by the Russians at prices as low as one-
fifth of the prevailing prices for com-
parable American-made items.

INVASION OF MAREKET ALREADY STARTED

The Soviet Government’s invasion of
the U.S. markets, so far as these educa-
tional training aids are concerned, has
already started. The first sample lot of
26 items arrived in this counfry only a
few days ago.

What is more distressing, those who
viewed these samples say there is no
question as to their quality. One col-
lege scientist has been quoted as saying
it would be impossible even to hope to
buy articles of similar quality, made in
the United States, for six times the price.
And we are told there are plenty more
where these came from.

To make matters worse, these cut-rate
prices even take into consideration the
high tariff the importer has to pay to
bring this equipment into the country.
The average duty on scientific educa-
tional materials imported into the
United States from Iron Curtain coun-
tries is more than 40 percent. This is
about as high a tariff bracket as one
can find on any legal Russian-made item
brought into this country.

REASONS WHY UNITED STATES SHOULD BE

CONCERNED

There are many reasons why this mat-

ter should concern all of us.



3964

First of all, what of the students
themselves—the American boys and girls
who will use this equipment? What will
they think, what will they have to say
about it?

Johnny Smith's first question will cer-
tainly be simple. Without any thought
at all, he is certain to ask, “How come?
How come we are using these Russian
microscopes?”’

And what will his teacher’s answer
be? Will he or she tell Johnny Smith
that the Soviet-made equipment is bet-
ter than ours? Or will the teacher say
it is just cheaper—that our American
schools ecannot afford anything better?
Or will the teacher say that the Soviet-
made equipment is better—and cheaper,
to boot?

Then what will Johnny Smith think—
the Johnny Smith who represents the
hope and the future of our country. Will
he go home and think about it, and then
come up with the conclusion that per-
haps the Russians are better than we
are? If he does, God help us.

If some persons are grateful enough
and eager enough for this help from
the Kremlin, the Communists will doubt-
less do as much for our youth as they
already have for the boys and girls of
their own country and of Poland and of
East Germany and of Hungary and of
other countries behind the Iron Curtain
and held in the iron fist of the Reds.

It was only a few weeks ago that one
of the chief plotters of our destruction
visited this country. Under the guise of
a sweet, gentle man who gives candy to
babies, Mikoyan roamed about our coun-
iry, with only one real thought in mind:
“How can I soften up these Americans?
How can I weaken them?”

Unfortunately, some people were taken
in by his fraudulent and deceitful
actions.

But when Mikoyan went home, he told
his comrades how hard up America is.
He told the world how much we need
help. And now the Russians are trying
to shuw the world how they and their
Communist system can come to our aid.

LATEST STEP IS PART OF OVERALL PLAN

This plan of sending Russian-made
equipment into our schools is just an-
other step in the overall Communist plan
to unbalance, first one, and then another,
segment of the U.S. business community.
It is another instance of the economic
war which the Soviets have declared.

Only 3 weeks ago, the Communist tex-
tile mills priced their goods low enough
to get the business—ecost or profit being
no object. The same is frue in this
case—except that instead of affecting
American textile industry, this one
afivets the American educational system.

‘Win friends and influence people, re-
gardless of how much it costs, is the
Communist plan—a plan that I, for one,
will not buy, and a plan which all Amer-
ica cannot afford to buy.

Communism can afford all kinds of
lcsing propositions in attempting to
achieve its ultimate goal. So can we, if
we, too, want to resort to slave labor.
American slave labor could give the
whole world something for nothing. But
no real Ameriean is willing to pay that
kind of a price.
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If we want to substitute the Com-
munist system of slave labor for the
American system of free labor, we might
as well substitute the Volga Boat Song
for the Star Spangled Banner.

No one ever gets something for noth-
ing. It is unfortunate that some people
are always looking for big hargains, and
that they cannot see beyond the price
tag.

That is exactly what we are faced with
now—a big bargain. At cutrate prices,
the Soviets are going to give us the tools,
they say, with which to educate our
high-school children and our college
students.

The trouble is that the price might
not be a meager savings in dollars and
cents; instead, the price may be freedom.
We cannot bargain with our freedom. It
is the duty of every American to see to
it that no one—no American—bargains
with freedom as the price.

Right now, today, is the time to face
up to this challenge.

If the day ever comes when we have to
rely on the Communist system for any-
thing, then that day will go down as
the saddest and darkest one in the his-
tory of mankind. If will be the day
when freedom and peace in the world
will falter and fall. It will be the day
when the winds of enslavement will
slam shut the doors of hope, and faith,
and liberty.

To meet this Soviet economic chal-
lenge, it is necessary to act as soon as
these threats arise. The threat before
us today is the Soviet invasion of our
school system.

If there is a shortage of such seien-
tific laboratory equipment in our class-
rooms, what can be done about it?

First of all, we can make the most of
the high-quality surplus equipment
which is available in warehouses across
the country. Our teachers must be kept
informed on what is available.

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare recently said that such
equipment is being declared surplus at
the rate of about one hundred million
dollars’ worth, in initial value, each year.

Although this equipment is available
to high schools and colleges, both pub-
lic and private, he said that only about
20 percent of the items actually find
their way into the educational institu-
tions of America. Our schools are not
necessarily to blame, because they may
not know about the possibilities. I hope
that hereafter those in charge of such
surplus material will keep these institu-
tions informed.

It was also pointed out by the Secre-
tary that in many cases this equipment,
after lying in warehouses for many
months, was sold to surplus dealers;
and the dealers, in turn, sold them to
the schools. One cannot blame the sur-
plus dealers for it. That is their
business.

Whether the trouble is that the
schools are not exercising a little initia-
tive in obtaining these goods, or that the
system of obtaining surplus is such that
initiative is discouraged, should be
looked into. This equipment is not
worth anything unless it is used.
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Last week, a national business maga-
zine stated that the Russian-made
eguipment now being brought into this
country includes instruments called
spectrometers; and a recent report con-
cerning Government surplus activity
listed spectrometers as one of the many
kinds of items piling up today in our
warehouses where surplus goods are
stored,

One of those who viewed the first
Soviet shipment was quoted as saying
that the Russian-made spectrometers
were offered at about one-third the
price of the cheapest similar item on
the U.S. market today. But by just pay-
ing warehousing and transportation
costs, the same articles could be ob-
tained out of surplus.

These surplus goods, by the way, were
actually used by the Defense Depart-
ment, the Atomic Energy Commission,
and other Federal agencies.

The National Defense Education Act of
1958 provides another means of meeting
this threat. That act authorizes the
sum of $280 million for grants to State
educational agencies for just this very
thing—laboratory equipment. These
grants would be matched on a dollar-
for-dollar basis—which, in effect, cufs
the cost in half.

This challenge, which faces us today,
cannot be treated in the same way that
we might treat an economic situation
with a friendly nation. The Soviets
have declared war on our economy; and
this matter of school equipment is just
one phase of it. But this phase strikes
at the very roots of one of the greatest
American enterprises—the educational
institution.

Therefore, so far as the National De-
fense Education Act is concerned, it
would be well to consider amending it
in such a way that these funds could
not be used to buy this Russian-made
equipment.

America must act firmly, following this
outrageous incident. This problem con-
fronts American educators, American
students, and all other Americans.

This matter is vital to every American
employer and every American employee.
If cut-rate Russian products are allowed
to invade the American business com-
munity, every one of our Nation’s work-
ers will suffer., American labor cannot
and must not be revamped so as to com-
pete with the tainted fruits of slave
labor.

Now is the time to fizht against this
thing.

Now is the time to stop letting these
Russian schemes go by unnoticed.

Now is the time to tell the Soviets that
we have done a fairly good job without
them, that we do not need their system,
that we do not want their system—either
now or ever. We can do things the
American way, the free way.

Freedom is the most sacred and cher-
ished of all possessions. In the world
today we see too many people who have
lost their freedom because of a few who
have buried their heads in the sand.

America is a Nation of prineciples—the
principles of freedom, liberty, justice,
and equality. I am not willing to sacri-
fice these principles for anything—much
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less for a few dollars or a few micro-
scopes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
ReEecorp, in connection with my remarks,
an article entitled “Russia’s Newest
Trade Weapon,” which was published in
the magazine Business Week; and, also,
an article entitled “Russ May Supply Us
Teaching Aids,” which was published in
the Wall Street Journal.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From Business Week, Jan. 24, 1859]

Russia's NEWEST TRADE WEAPON—SAMPLES OF
ScHooL Las EquirMeENT Are ExciTing US.
MARKERS AND CUSTOMERS—QUALITY Is So
GooD AND PRICES 50 Low
Following a pattern laid down in alumi-

num and bengene, the Soviet Government's

next invasion of the U.S. market will come
in the school laboratory equipment market.

That seemed clear this week as the first

sample lot of 26 items arrived in the United

States. The Soviet offer: delivery of the

items, f.0o.b. New York, at an average price

only one-fifth of prevailing prices for com-
parable U.S.-made items.

In the opinion of educators who viewed the
sample Soviet items, there is no question of
the quality of merchandise up for sale.
“They are,” as one expert put it, “fantasti-
cally good."”

“It would be impossible,” according to one
MIT scientist who carefully inspected the
numerous spectrometers, microscopes, navi-
gation instruction equipment, rotators, and
the like, “to hope to buy anything of similar
quality made domestically for six times the
price. They're offering a top-grade spec-
trometer for $53, f.0.b. New York, including
tariff. That's about one-third the price of
the cheapest spectrometer on the U.S. market
today. And the Russian equipment is good
enough for a number of industrial uses too.”

GROWING MARKET

The first shipment to be sold in the United
States by the Ealing Corp., of Cambridge,
Mass.,, will be valued at $45,000. This will
bring in 300 to 500 of each of 12 different
pieces of equipment.

The total U.S. market for school lab equip-
ment is currently about $6 million a year.
But with the new Federal bill for education,
some experts think the total sales potential
in the United States could run many times
higher in the years just ahead.

AMERICAN WORRIES

Reaction of U.8. school lab equipment
makers to the latest Russian move is a mix-
ture of anger and frank incredulity. In an
industry dominated by two manufacturers—
Central Scientific Co. and W. M. Welch Scien-
tific Co., both of Chicago—most companies
admit they can't hope to fight back against
price cuts of this magnitude.

Disturbed as they are over what would
seem to be a stunning blow to their business
outlook, however, theyre banking on the
belief that this iz just another step in a
larger Soviet plan to unbalance first one and
then another section of the U.S. business
community.

“Maybe,” a manufacturer of microscopes
suggests hopefully, “they’ll shift their inter-
est to somebody else soon.”

In the past, this has been the pattern—
a large supply of Soviet merchandise would
suddenly appear on the market, then as
suddenly dry up.

Official Washington is even more uncon-
cerned about the latest Soviet economic
maneuver. The average duty on scientific
educational materials imported into the
United States from Iron Curtain countries is
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about 42 percent, they polnt out. This is
about as high a tarif bracket as you can
find on any legal Russian-made item brought
into the United States. And it should be
enough to protect the U.S. manufacturer,
officials say.

MASS PRODUCTION

Why this may not be the case—and why
the Russians apparently feel they are now in
a position to export quality-grade equipment
of this tyre—is a question that interests in-
dustry representatives who have seen the
sample items.

One logical answer is supplied by Paul D,
Grindle, president of the Ealing Corp. Print
order numbers on the instruction books ac-
companying some of the instruments, he says
indicate that, compared with ours, the Soviet
school lab instrument industry is huge.

Science education was one of the an-
nounced goals of U.S.8.R. leaders, and one
of the first things the postwar Russian econ-
omy was tooled up to supply. As a result,
the Soviet-produced equipment is the only
equipment of its kind being mass-manufac-
tured anywhere in the world today.

MORE TO COME

The economice of mass-manufacturing
any standard item are well known. Having
amortized engineering and development
costs, the Soviet production machine has
undoubtedly reached a point at which it
costs hardly more than the price of materials
to extend production of scientific lab equip-
ment a few hundred thousand items more.

This puts the U.S.SR. in a position to
sell its runoff in world markets on a cut-
rate basis. On the basis of reports coming
out of Russia, the same overrun may occur
sometime soon in other things from com-
munications equipment to high-speed cam-
eras. Grindle himself brought back a suit-
case full of catalogs of electronic equipment.

MAKING CONTACT

How this particular deal came about is a
story of startling simplicity. Ealing’s Presi-
dent Grindle happened to notice a picture
on the cover of the U.S. Physical Society’s
Physics Today showing a Russian physics
teacher at work in his classroom. On the
table top in front of the teacher was an
array of lab equipment that would be un-
usual in a typical U.8. physics classroom.

Grindle asked the U.S. Department of
Commerce about the legality of importing
sample lots of this equipment and found
that it was completely within the law. He
ingquired about the equipment at the Rus-
sian Embassy in Washington and was
promptly referred to Amtorg—the Soviet
trade corporation in New York. Amtorg
suggested a note to the proper authorities in
Moscow. This was answered by an encour-
aging letter and a list of 96 laboratory equip-
ment items that the Soviet Union would be
willing to sell, with estimated sales prices.

MISSION TO MOSCOW

Grindle then decided to go to Moscow to
look over this bonanza for himself. He
found a well-organized sales setup, prepared
to handle his requests. Proper Ministry of
Trade officials were available for discussions.
Raznoexport, the Russian agency charged
with handling Soviet consumer products,
permitted him to examine any of its sales
products.

Almost as startling as this organization
and planning is the significance of the qual-
ity of the Soviet lab equipment. University
professors, looking at the equipment, are
flabbergasted at its educational implications.
The Soviets seem to have planned it for use
in classrooms up to the 11th grade level. In
the United States it would be adequate in
classrooms up to and including the first year
of college.

Moreover, all of the instruments were ob-
viously designed by people who understand
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and care about science education. "“The
most awful part about what we saw,” says
one professor, “is how embarrassingly good
it 1s.”

Russ MaY SuppLY Us TEACHING Ams—Enu-
CATORS ENTHUSIASTIC OVER POSSIBLE SALE OF
APPARATUS
CAMBRIDGE, Mass. —American physics teach-

ers who have long complained of the high

cost and poor quality of demonstration ap-
paratus will be offered a possible solution
from Russia.

A dealer here, Ealing Corp., has imported
equipment at a fraction of the cost of Amer-
ican-made microscopes, projectors, and oth-
er physics demonstration apparatus.

The top brass of sclence education at Har-
vard, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
and many others, have been briefed, and re-
action has been enthusiastic. Formal pres-
entation of the firm's imports is scheduled
Tuesday in New York In connection with a
meeting of the American Physical Society.

A recent report by the committee on appa=-
ratus for educational institutions of the
American Association of Physics Teachers
stressed the importance of the equipment
bottleneck in the Nation's efforts to step up
science education.

“There 1s widespread and increasing dissat-
isfaction among physics teachers with the
high cost, relatively poor quality, lack of
imagination, and paucity of new develop-
ments in the current offerings of apparatus
supply houses in this country,” the report
said.

It cited a protective tariff averaging 40 per-
cent and ranging up to 85 percent on such
imports generally, with duties on Russian-
made apparatus 57 percent higher than on
German, Swiss, and British imports.

Ealing Corp. president, Paul Grindle,
bought the egquipment in a whirlwind tour
of Russia last fall.

He has held off active marketing, despite
Russian promises that the supply is virtually
unlimited, so that leading physics teachers
could get a preview.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator from New Hampshire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, I think
the matter goes a little further than has
been so ably set forth by the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire.
Several weeks ago on the floor of the
Senate I alluded to this subject, although
not at guite so much length.

What is involved in this case, Mr.
President, in my judgment, is the possi-
bility of using funds made available by
the Congress, and derived from taxes ex-
tracted from the people, under our na-
tional science program, to procure such
equipment as is referred to.

As the Senator from New Hampshire
has so well pointed out, no teacher is
going to make an explanation of the fact
that, regardless of whether there be wage
differentials, a dictatorship can take this
action as a form of propaganda. But i
would come into sharp focus when our
own public funds from the U.S. Treasury
might be made available for the procure-
ment of these items for teaching and
laboratory purposes under programs also
authorized by the Congress.

I have pondered the matter; and it has
occurred to me that somewhere along the
line it is going to be necessary to fashion
a delimiting amendment to an appropria-
tion bill, so as to forbid completely this
sort of thing, because I do not believe
our people want their tax moneys used
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for the procurement of goods which come
into our country at prices our people can-
not possibly match, and have their use
only add to unemployment in our own
Nation.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, in
answer, let me say that the dictators
of the world have always begun with
the youth of the countries with which
they have dealt. Hitler started with the
youth of Germany; Mussolini started
with the youth of Italy; Stalin started
with the youth of Russia; and similar de-
velopments have occurred in all the
Communist satellite countries.

This development is the first attempt
in a definite, specific way to drive such
a wedge in this country. I believe it
should have the attention of the Con-
gress, and should be stopped.

DEATH OF LT. GEN. FLOYD PARKS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, it was with profound sor-
row that I learned of the death of cne
of the Nation’s greatest soldiers, Lt. Gen.
Floyd L. Parks, who died day before yes-
terday at Walter Reed Army Medical
Center.

He rose from private to the rank of
lieutenant general, and during his career
impressed every nation of the world with
his ability to lead troops and his ability
to get along with his fellowmen.

Even though he was born in the fine
State of Kentucky, we in South Carolina
are equally proud of his record. He
spent much of his youth in South Caro-
lina, and was a graduate of Clemson
College. From there he enlisted in the
Army and began his illustrious career.
His feats were many, among them that
of leading some of the first troops into
Berlin at the end of World War II. After
the war he served as what we may
call “mayor” of Berlin, as he presided
over meetings of the combined British,
French, and Russian commanders of the
occupational forces.

He served as Chief of the Public In-
formation Office for the Department of
the Army for more than 6 years. He had
the respect of all the members of the
press and at the same time did a tre-
mendous job of disseminating informa-
tion for the Department of the Army. It
was this versatility which led him to
fame.

Certainly his military service, his
leadership, and his friendliness will be
missed by the Nation as a whole and to
citizens. He was truly a fine gentleman
and officer, and we, the people, suffered
a great loss in his death.

AUTHORIZATION FOR SECRETARY
TO RECEIVE MESSAGES FROM
THE HOUSE AND FOR THE VICE
PRESIDENT OR FRESIDENT PRO
TEMPORE TO SIGN BILLS DURING
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that, not-

withstanding the adjournment of the

Senate today, authority be given to (1)

the Secretary to receive messages from
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the House, and (2) the Vice President or
the President pro tempore to sign bills or
joint resolutions passed by the two
Houses and found truly enrolled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate messages from the President
of the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no reports of committees, the clerk
will state the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of George Harold King, Jr., of Missis-
sippi, to be a member of the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem for the unexpired term of 14 years
from February 1, 1946.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to commend Mr. George Harold
King, Jr. to the Senate, and to urge con-
firmation of his nomination to member-
ship on the Board of Governors, Federal
Reserve System. Mr. King has an out-
standing record of public service in Mis-
sissippi, where for several years he has
been an active leader in the banking pro-
fession and in the economic development
of the southeastern area, as well as the
entire Nation. He is thoroughly familiar
with the problems which come hbefore
the Federal Reserve Board. Since 1956
Mr. King has been a Director, the New
Orleans Branch, Federal Reserve Bank
of Atlanta, and for the past year has
served as chairman of the New Orleans
Branch Board.

I predict that his record of service as
Governor of the Federal Reserve System
will be outstanding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC
ADVISERS

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Karl Brandf, of California, to be a
member of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified of all
nominations confirmed today.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

UNVEILING ON MARCH 12 OF POR-
TRAITS OF FIVE OUTSTANDING
SENATORS — MODIFICATION OF
ORDER

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order previously entered be modified and
that the time for the ceremonies in the
reception room be extended to 12:30,
when a recess shall be declared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the reauest of the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

RESTRICTION ON IMPORTS ON
PETROLEUM AND PETROLEUM
PRODUCTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise
today to protest the inclusion of residual
fuel oils for home heating systems in
the order issued yesterday restricting
imports of petroleum and petroleum
products.

The Executive Order 3279 of March
10, announced in today’s Federal Regis-
ter, providing for import restrictions on
petroleum and petroleum products, has
grave implications for Americans whose
livelihood depends upon the export of
commodities to nations who earn dollars
by sending residual oil and related pe-
troleum products to these shores; chief
among the nations affected are Canada
and Venezuela who are among the best
customers for United States products.

Restrictions on the import of residual
oils which are used as fuel for home
heating systems can seriously raise heat-
ing costs to homeowners and tenants,
particularly in New York and other
northern industrial States—it will be a
real test for the sellers of these fuels,
Even today, as I speak here, and while
Washington is enjoying the first tastes
of spring weather, heavy winter storms
have struck in New York and elsewhere
in the Nation. I hope the sellers will
show self-discipline in this matter.

The cost of living index has been main-
tained at a fairly constant level since
last summer. This holding the line
against inflation of the dollar has deep
meaning not only to the national econ-
omy but to the individual wage earner
faced with satisfying his economic needs
with a limited income. In the interests
of holding this line I last week urged
that residual fuel oils be excluded from
any restrictions imposed on the import
of crude oil and related products.

This is also a very serious matter to
all Americans who are engaged in the
export industries. Let us remember that
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10 Americans work in the export indus-
tries for every one American working in
the import industries.

Last year import quotas were imposed
upon lead and zine, affecting the trade of
nations as widely scattered as Canada,
Australia, Peru, and Mexico. The oil
import quota order has been the second
time trade restrictions have affected
Canada and Mexico, previously affected
by U.8. lead and zinc restrictions. In re-
stricting a foreign nation’s exports to
the United States we are also tending
to limit that nation’s ability to import
American goods. And—it must also be
kept in mind—such a restrictive policy
does not strengthen the economies of
just those countries whose economies
we wish to strengthen as our allies in
the economic war which is so important
a parf of the cold war.

The New York Times of this morning
includes an editorial on this question
which points out, in referring to the oil
import proclamation, that “to many
abroad this will look like still another
calculated act of economic warfare by
the United States against its friends, an
act they will interpret as again repudi-
ating our frequent protestations of de-
sire for the freest possible flow of inter-
national trade. Itis an unhappy prece-
dent which has been set.” The editorial
is appended hereto:

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Omn. IMPORT QUOTAS

President Eisenhower’'s decision to set up a
system of compulsory import quotas cover-
ing crude petroleum and its products is an
unhappy victory for a group of special in-
terests whose gain will be at the expense of
the general welfare and perhaps, ultimately,
even at the expense of those who sought this
move., If the immediate aims of these in-
terests are served, the new restrictions on
imports will tend to raise the cost of oll and
its products, and perhaps also of coal, thus
further intensifying the inflationary pres-
sure which, in other respects, the Govern-
ment is seeking to combat. And if, as is
hinted in the President's statement, the
Government seeks to police the price of oil
and its products by changing the levels of
permitted imports in response to price
changes in this country, the result will be a
further major intrusion of Government con-
trol in our economic life, with consequent
weakening of the free enterprise system.

The mnational security argument for
these controls is not convincing. This is
shown most obviously by the Inclusion of
Canada in the list of countries whose oil
exports to us are curbed, though there is no
threat of interruption of seaborne transport
in the case of Canadian oil. Beyond that,
if serious attention need be pald to assuring
sufficient petroleum for future emergency
needs there is much to be sald for keeping
as much of our oll as possible in storage
under the ground and increasing, not reduc-
ing our use of imported oil.

Nor can we look with eguanimity upon
the probable foreign repercussions of this
move. The Canadian Trade Minister has
already protested it, and similar resentment
is undoubtedly felt also in Venezuela and
other sources of imported oil. To many
abroad this will look like still another calcu-
lated act of economic warfare by the United
States against its friends, an act they will
interpret as again repudiating our frequent
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protestations of desire for the freest possible
flow of international trade. It is an un-
happy precedent which has been set.

THE NEED FOR REALISTIC AND EF-
FECTIVE LABOR LEGISLATION

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, as the
chairman of the Select Committee on
Improper Activities in the Labor or Man-
agement Field [Mr. McCreLLan] has
said, increased public demand for effec-
tive labor legislation is most encourag-
ing. As a result of the investigations
of the MecClellan committee over the
past 2 years, the American people have
been told the sordid story of abuses,
racketeering and corruption that have
marked the leadership of certain labor
union bosses.

As this story has unfolded before the
Nation, we have witnessed a gradual
awareness by the public turn to heated
anger and demands that the Congress of
the United States remove the evil
shackles of dietatorial abuses which have
been forced upon men and women who
cannot defend themselves who are mem-
bers of our trade unions.

The call for constructive, effective ac-
tion has echoed often in this Chamber,
The cry for remedial measures has been
heard throughout the land, and once
again hope is offered to the oppressed
labor union members who rightfully
want only to control their own destinies
of their own unions.

The challenge comes forth again to-
day from the editorial columns of one of
Washington's three daily newspapers.
The Washington Daily News today
pointedly asks the Congress to make the
necessary decisions so as to provide the
protection that is needed for union
members and their families, for the pub-
lic and for decent union officials.

If we fail to enact effective corrective
measures, the alternative, as the Daily
News states, will be continuation by the
Congress of conditions which “protect
the mobsters, thieves, extortionists and
murders exposed by the McClellan com-
mittee.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent to have the Daily News editorial
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the ReEcorb,
as follows:

BiLL OF PARTICULARS

Members of the Senate Labor Committee
are working on legislation to curb the labor
rackets expased by the McClellan mvestlga-
tion. So far, the action does not point to-
ward a very strong bill.

The reluctance of the Democrats on the
committee, under pressure from the union
lobby, to write a tight law is frightening,
in view of the McClellan disclosures. Surely
they can hear what Senator Jomw L. Mc-
CrLELLAN, chairman of the investigating com-
mittee, has been saying.

Just this week in a New York speech, the
Senator spelled out a bill of particulars in
support of stronger measures he himself has
proposed to correct the abuses revealed by
his long inquiry.

“The instability or lack of int.egr!t.y preva-
lent today in labor-manag tions in
this country is appalling,” he sald

In the investigation, “we have had to deal
constantly with people of low character or
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no character at all.” Of 1,200 witnesses so
far summoned, more than 200 ducked behind
the fifth amendment for fear of incriminat-
ing themselves. The evils which have been
exposed, he sald, *“are outrageously cruel,
corrupt, and contemptible.”

“No legitimate union, properly adminis-
tered by honest and decent officials, would
be penalized to any extent or degree what-
soever,” the Senator said. *“If these provi=-
sions are enacted into law, however, the
power and opportunity of crooked labor
bosses and criminal elements to continue
the abuse and exploitation of union mem-
bers and working people in this country will
be substantially curbed and reduced.”

That's the issue: Whether union members
and their families, the public, and decent
union officlals will be protected; or whether,
by not passing such measures, Congress con-
tinues to protect the mobsters, thieves, ex-
tortionists, and murderers exposed by the
McClellan committee.

How can any honest and decent union of-
ficials, or Senators of like attributes, not
know on which side to stand?

A BILL OF RIGHTS FOR UNION
MEMBERS

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I have
received considerable mail in support of
my bill, 8. 1002. Newspapers in my
home State of South Dakota, such as the
Sioux Falls Argus-Leader and the
Brookings Register, have endorsed my
proposals.

At this point in the REcorp, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp an editorial from
the Sioux Falls Argus-Leader which is
representative of the opinion I have re-
ceived in recent weeks since introduction
of S. 1002.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

A Bmnn oF RiGHTS ForR UnioNn MEMBERS

As a member of the McClellan committee
investigating various abuses in the field of
labor wunionism, Senator EKaArr MuwnpT, of
South Dakota, has been disturbed by the
sordid revelations of perfidy, graft, and cor-
ruption on the part of some leaders. He
also has been made aware of the fact that
the average union member doesn't possess
the power under existing regulations to bring
about a correction.

In consequence, he has presented a bill
which he describes as “a bill of rights for
labor union members.,” Its primary provi-
sions are:

1. A well-defined mechanism for the nomi-
nation of candidates through the employ-
ment of signed nominating petitions.

2, The establishment of a representative
election committee from the rank and file
of labor.

3. The election committee's supervision of
the entire election procedure including the
counting of ballots.

4. A workable procedure for investigating
these elections by the Secretary of Labor
following a complaint signed by either 2 per-
cent of the union membership or by any
members of the election committee.

5. A workable judicial procedure to in-
validate the results of irregularly held elec-
tions.

6. A mechanism for the authorization of
strikes during collective bargaining negotia-
tions.

7. Barring any individual who has been
disenfranchised by any criminal conviction
from serving as an officer of any union or in
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any employee representative status, during
the period of disenfranchisement.

8. An annual detailed report of the or-
ganization’s financial activities, both to the
Becretary of Labor and to the individual
members of the labor organizations.

9. Any imposition upon union officers and
agents that they handle union funds re-
spectfully and honestly in the nature of a
fiduciary trust relationship.

The proposed bill provides both the secret
ballot and the honest count, so that those
who belong to unions will be able to control
their destiny, so far as it can be controlled,
by the election of officers of their own choos-
ing; the election of responsible and respect-
able individuals as their union heads, and
the determination of major union decisions
by democratic procedures.

Careful observers in Washington have said
that the Mundt bill provides an answer that
should be embodied in legislation and that
it does so more thoroughly and more effec-
tively than any other legislation now being
considered.

Union members, it appears, should welcome
legislation providing them with an oppor-
tunity to maintain their rights in the man-
ner outlined in the bill. Certainly the nasty
disclosures before the Senate committee in
the past 2 years haven't been good for labor
and they must have been most disturbing
to labor union members. They should be
eager—and we are quite certain they are—
to do something to prevent such incidents.
The Mundt bill provides them with the ma-
chinery through which they can reestablish
control and assert their own viewpoints with-
out fear of abuse or retaliation.

DEMOCRATIC PROCEDURES FOR
THE CONDUCT OF UNION ELEC-
TIONS AND STRIKE AUTHORIZA-
TIONS

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the Con-
gress must meet the challenge to bring
democracy to the dues-paying members
of labor unions. We cannot offer a
half-a-loaf compromise on this vital is-
sue. To do so would not only be an
affront to the public, but would perpetu-
ate the very difficulties which we are
trying to correct.

On Monday, March 9, Mr. President,
it was my privilege to appear before the
Senate Labor and Welfare Committee to
testify in behalf of my bill, 8. 1002, which
provides democratic procedures for the
conduct of union elections and strike
authorizations.

Mr. President, I sincerely believe
S. 1002 does provide the solution which
we seek, I ask unanimous consent to
include at this point in the Recorp, part
of my testimony before the Senate Labor
and Welfare Committee.

‘There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR MUNDT BEFORE THE
SENATE LABOR AND WELFARE COMMITTEE IN
BesHALF OoF His Bmn, S. 1002, ProOvVIDING
DEMOCRATIC PROCEDURES FOR THE CONDUCT
or UnioN ELECTIONS AND STRIKE AUTHORI-
ZATIONS
Mr. Chalrman, I want to thank you and

the members of the Senate Labor Subcom-

mittee for the courtesy you have extended
to me in arranging this special hearing on

S. 1002, my “Bill of Rights for Union Mem-

bers.” I sincerely believe that S, 1002 con=-

tains provisions which are worthy of discus-
sion and consideration by this subcommittee,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and I appreclate having this opportunity to
discuss certaln aspects of S. 1002 with you.

I recognize that this subcommittee has
already reported 5. 505 to the full Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare for executive
committee study and consideration. I will,
therefore, refrain from any lengthy discourse
on comprehensive labor legislation. My
presentation today will be limited to two
features of the labor blll which I introduced
in the Senate on February 6, 1959. Spe-
cifically, I refer to the provisions establish-
ing minimum standards for the democratic
conduct of union officer elections and strike
authorizations.

I want to emphasize at the outset that
5. 1002 is in no sense an antl-labor bill. The
requirements established in this bill are
neither repressive or restrictive. It is a bill
for labor spelled with a lower case “1,” mean-
ing the rank-and-file members of America's
union-labor movement,

8. 1002 stems from a firm conviction on
my part that in our American democracy
there should always be a place for honest
labor unions, and, conversely, in honest labor
unions there should always be a place for
American democracy.

I am certain that the vast majority in
Congress are sincere in their desire to enact
labor legislation which will eliminate cor-
ruption, racketeerism, vicolence, and abusive
power from the Ilabor-management field.
Our differences of opinion are, in the main,
over the approach we should employ to ar-
rive at this common goal. Some believe de-
tailed disclosure of union and management
finances is the answer; some feel there should
be a greater investment of authority in the
individual States; some support more strin-
gent controls at the national level; there are
even some incorrigible optimists who believe
that given time the evil forces will destroy
each other and simply fade away. None of
these approaches can be entirely discredited;
each has some degree of merit. But I am
convinced Congress now has an urgent re-
sponsibility to enact corrective and realistic
reform legislation.

My bill is based on an approach which
we dare not disregard if we hope to enact
effective labor reform legislation—I refer to
the power of the rank-and-file union mem-
bers to set things right in the house of
labor provided they are furnished with the
tools required to do the job.

As you gentlemen know, I have served as
a member of the Senate Rackets Committee
since its creation. In this Congress I serve
as vice chairman of the committee chaired
by Senator McCLELLAN. In this capacity I
have been accorded an excellent opportunity
to discuss union activities with a multitude
of rank-and-file members of organized labor
as well as with honest and constructive lead-
ers of the labor movement. These discus-
sions have been carried on in the committee
room; in my own office; and in other places.
The problems which these good folks have
brought to my attention have been varied
and different—they have ranged from em-
bezzlement of union funds to the depriva-
tlon of employment rights. However, in
each case the fundamental source of the
trouble, the primary causal condition, has
been a deterioration of democratic practices
in the conduct of union affairs. Compul-
sory unionism and, in some instances, mo-
nopolistic wunionism has aggravated this
deterioration.

We, the Members of Congress, have told
our fellow citizens that we are going to do
something in the B6th Congress to rid this
Nation of the evils disclosed by the McClel-
lan committee. We have announced to our
constituents that the 86th Congress will se-
cure the rights and protect the interests
of the individual members of America's labor
unions, Our people have listened with
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solemnity to these exhortations of their
elected representatives. They have reacted
in a manner consistent with our grand
American tradition. The citizenry of this
Nation has issued a mandate to Congress,
commanding us to enact effective labor re-
form legislation. I am firmly convinced that
we will have failed in this trust which is
ours, if in enacting legislation we ignore the
marked deterioration of democracy in
American unions.

There is, in my opinion, no hope for elimi-
nating the corruption disclosed by the
MecClellan committee without the earnest ef-
forts of the union rank-and-file members
whose dues support the union movement.
They are in the best position to assess the
scope and nature of the trouble; they have
the greatest interest at stake. They have,
I am confident, the intense desire to replace
corruption and arrogant power with honesty
and responsible leadership. 8. 1002 is based
on this fundamental confidence in the es-
sential honesty of the rank and file and in
their ability to right the wrongs, provided
they are given the tools guaranteeing them
the democratic right and the effective au-
thority to participate in the administration
of their own unions.

To thoroughly understand the intent and
purpose of my legislative proposal, I think
it is first essential to comprehend the condi-
tions which make necessary the enactment
by Congress of certain democratic procedures
to be followed by labor unions in the con-
duct of their affairs.

The primary motivating condition which
makes necessary such congressional action, is
the marked lack of voluntarism in the or-
ganizing techniques of American unions to-
day. Substantial numbers of dues-paying
rank and file are not in the organized labor
movement as a result of their own free will
and volition. An even larger number, who
desire organization, have been forced into
unions to which they do not choose to be-
long. Free employee choice is being re-
placed by organization from the top. If
there is any member of this committee that
doubts the existence of this compulsory
condition, I direct his attention to the
40-odd-volume record of the McClellan com-
mittee investigations. Case after case has
been revealed where individual choice on
the part of the workers was totally ignored
in union organization.

The 456 employees of Donald Skaff, for ex-
ample, who were eventually organized by
Teamster Local 332 without a representation
election. The 300 members of the Barbers
Gulild in New York City which were
swallowed up by the Journeyman Barbers
Union, with an assist by the Teamsters,
The organization of the A & P grocery clerks
by the Amalgamated Meat Cutters. These
are only a few examples, but they are typi-
cal of the organizational techniques which
have been revealed in over 2 years of in-
vestigations.

Certainly a portion of the responsibility
for this unwholesome atmosphere is directly
attributable to the nonfeasance of various
employers. TUnfortunately, too many have
taken the path of least resistance, and have
acceded to arrogant demands of certain
power-hungry labor bosses. Their surrender
has left their employees without a cham-
pion.

But, can we condemn too strongly the
employer, who, faced with threats of boy-
cotts, violence, strikes, or blackmalil picket-
ing, surrenders his employees to a wanton
union official without a representation elec-
tion? For the employer knows all too well
the futility attached to opposition under
our existing laws.

Federal laws deny him injunctive rellef
from the coercive and unlawful acts with
which he has been threatened. Injunctive
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relief in most instances can be ordered only
after a decision on the merits—a decision
which may be years in forthcoming.

Understandably few employers have the
raw courage or the financial status to stand
up to such irresponsible power. Few have
the courage of Tom Coffey, the small Ne-
braska trucker, who valiantly defended the
rights of free choice of his employees only
to see his business destroyed. One could
not help but admire this brave man as he
grimly testified before the MecClellan Com-
mittee, advising that he had never lost a
case in court nor a representation election
before the NLRB, but he had lost his busi-
ness and his money.

In bringing these facts to your attention,
it is not my intention to occasion a lengthy
debate on the merits of voluntary unionism
versus compulsory unionism. I have cited
these facts to set the stage—to show the
conditions that now exist.

I see no inclination in this Congress, as I
saw none in the 85th Congress, to legislate
with respect to coercive organization. This
is the trap in which the union rank and
file have been placed. Congress, through
legislative fiat, is in large measure respon-
gible for building the trap. Since Congress
is apparently unwilling to relax the jaws
of the trap, are we then not challenged by
an incumbency to establish minimum guar-
antees of democracy within the confines of
the trap? I think that we are. I earnestly
believe that we must, by Congressional de-
cree, establish within unions a framework
of democracy, which will guarantee to every
union member the right of unfettered self-
expression in the selection of his leaders and
in such vital economic matters as strike
determinations.

It seems at this point that some of you
might reasonably inguire, “Very well Sena-
tor MunNDT, we agree that democratic proce-
dures should be established for union elec-
tions and strike authorizations, but does not
8. 505 establish such guarantees and pro-
cedures?”

Let us see just what title III of 5. 506
does provide. It requires that local union
elections be held every 3 years and inter-
national elections be held every 4 years. It
requires that a secret ballot be used and it
forblds the use of dues money or employer-
derived funds for the support of any candi-
date. The remainder of section 301 is a
compound of worthy but totally ineffectual
generalities about democracy in union elec-
tions. Exclusive of the three aforementioned
requirements, I dare say, it would be vir-
tually impossible to violate section 301.

These broadly phrased requirements and
prohibitions are, from an evidentiary stand-
point, just not susceptible to judicial proof.

Take for example the nominating re-
quirements. S. 505 requires that, “A reason-
able opportunity shall be given for the
nomination of candidates.” What is “a
reasonable opportunity?’” I can conceive of
a number of sets of circumstances which
might be determined by a court as “reason=
able” due to the difficulty of proof. How-
ever, with clearly defined nominating provi-
sions required in the law, these same cir-
cumstances could be easily proven to be
patently abusive of individual rights.

Let us consider a union of 1,000 members
with a quorum provision allowing official
business to be conducted in the presence
of 8 members—such provisions do exist.
Or, even suppose it's a union with a quorum
provision calling for 5 or 10 percent or some
other minority percentage of the members
to be present. The union secretary, repre-
senting the incumbent officers, either an-
nounces at a union meeting or posts on the
union hall bulletin board a notice that
nominations will be received at the next
union meeting, The incumbent officers
then get their cronies together and hold a
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closed nominating sesslon at the next meet-
ing. Certainly such practice must be rec-
ognized as discriminative but I doubt that
in a court of law it could be shown to be
less than “reasonable” wunder the general
provisions of 8. 5056. In my opinion this
bill, which has been reported by this sub-
committee through lack of detail leaves
many gapping loopholes for abuse by con=-
niving and corrupt union officials.

S. 605 even {fails to adequately advise
union members of the date, time, and place
of the officer election. At one point in sub-
section (c¢) of section 103 it provides for
such notification, and then immediately
follows this up with a restrictive proviso
which eliminates notification if the electon
date is specified in the union constitution.
The elimination of direct notice to union
members as to the date, time, and place of
elections denies to them a privilege accorded
by law to every corporation stockholder in
America. Certainly for the benefit of the
union member this subcommittee should
require that notification be made manda-
tory by law, but I believe the procedure
prescribed in 8. 1002 is far preferable.

S. 505 is eloquently silent as to the
standards which should be established to
insure that strike authorizations are oh-
tained by union officials in conformity with
democratic practices.

This past week I recelved a letter from
a member of the CIO Steelworkers Union at
Pleasant Grove, Utah. This gentleman ad-
vised me that many of his coworkers, appre=
hensive over rumors of a forthcoming steel
strike, are strongly in favor of Federal laws
which will guarantee that strike votes are
taken honestly and democratically. Why,
he inquires, do our Senators and Congress-
men not pass laws making democratic strike
votes mandatory?

‘What should I say in reply to this man?
Bhould I say, “Congress does not care
whether such authorization is democrati-
cally obtained?"” Or should I say, “Because
of the perpetuation of a legalistic fantasy
that labor unions are voluntary associations,
Congress dare not intrude into the internal
affairs of these unions?"

How much better if I could advise this
union member, ““Congress agrees with you
that strike votes should be taken in an
atmosphere of democracy and Congress in-
tends to enact legislation which will guaran-
tee that the union members determine
whether to strike or not to strike.”

8. 505 ignores this important feature of
union activity, and in so doing fails to ade-
quately secure the individual rights of union
members.

You now know my reasons for proposing
detailed, clearly defined, easily understood
requirements for the democratic conduct of
officer elections and strike authorizations.
Let me now proceed briefly to describe the
provisions and highlights of 5. 1002 as they
relate to these two important wunion
activities.

S. 1002 sets forth in clearly defined terms
the standards which must be established by
all unions for the conduct of officer elec-
tions. Its provisions are, in my opinion, a
vast improvement over the election require-
ments contained in 8. 505 and 8. 748, in that
the requirements are clearly spelled out,
leaving little room for conjecture or inter-
pretation as to their true intent. Both S. 5056
and 8. 748 have chosen to employ the broad
brush legislative approach in respect to elec-
tion requirements., Such general provisions
are immediately vulnerable to manipulation
and contrivance by powerful union bosses
or by those who are corrupt.

8. 1002 initially provides that union officer
elections will be conducted at regular inter-
vals, and that a secret ballot must be em-
ployed in all such elections.
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S. 1002 provides a nominating procedure,
employing a nomination petition, which must
be signed by a minimum of 2 percent of the
members in good standing as of the date
which precedes by 120 days the date of the
date of the election. A specific 60-day period
is defined for the filing of nominations. The
secretary of the labor organization is desig-
nated to receive the petitions, and he is re-
quired to acknowledge the receipt of such
petitions by a signed statement provided to
the nominee. This latter requirement pro-
tects against a dishonest secretary, who
might otherwise be tempted to eliminate
prospective candidates through destroying
their nominating petitions. -

When one investigates existing union
governing documents, and finds unions with
1,000 or more members operating with
quorum provisions requiring only 7 or 8
members to conduct official business, the
need for a uniform nominating procedure
becomes immediately apparent.

8. 1002 authorizes the secretary of the
union to certify the eligible candidates for
office based on the nominating petitions.
He is then required to advise the union
members by mall of the candidates so
certified.

S. 1002 denies the right of candidacy to
any individual who, at the time he seeks
candidaey, is disenfranchised by the laws of
his own State as a result of a criminal con-
viction. The record of the McClellan com-
mittee hearings should leave little question
as to the need for inserting this prohibition.

I now come to that feature of my election
requirements, which I feel will most effec-
tively guarantee to union members that their
elections are fairly and honestly conducted.
This section, which appears at page 3 of
S. 1002, provides for the creation of a repre=-
sentative membership committee. Members
of this committee are designated in writing
by the individual certified candidates for
office. No individual can serve on this elec-
tion committee if at the time of service that
individual is an officer or employee of either
the local or the international union, or if he
is a candidate for office in the forthcoming
election. This membership committee is
granted exclusive authority for the super-
vision of the entire election, including the
counting of the ballots and the certification
of the results.

A committee so designated and so estab-
lished will of necessity be representative of
all the interests in contest in the election.
The restrictions imposed on its membership
1imit materially the pressure which might be
brought to bear on an election committee
by a corrupt incumbent faction. Such an
election committee will serve as a formidable
guarantee to every union member that any
irregularities which might occur in an officer
election or delegate election will not occur
unnoticed.

The McClellan committee files are replete
with examples of dishonest and irregularly
conducted unon elections. Any law enacted
by Congress which purports to provide safe-
guards for union elections must, I think,
specifically provide for the establishment of a
truly representative election committee to
supervise such elections and to assure an
honest counting and reporting of these votes.
Anything less than that would be a horrible
hoax and a blatant fraud for both the public
and the union membership.

In the event irregularities do occur in a
union election, my bill contains an admin-
istrative and judiclal procedure to he fol-
lowed in determining the validity of such an
election. This procedure is set in motion by
the filing of a complaint signed by two per-
cent of the union members with the Secre-
tary of Labor, alleging that the election has
been conducted in contravention of the re-
quirements established by S. 1002, I propose



3970

to amend this provision by making it pos-
sible for any one member of the membership
committee to initiate the complaint pro-
cedure.

The Secretary will then Initiate an in-
vestigation of such allegation. If the Secre-
tary finds probable cause to believe the
verity of the allegation and if the Secretary
dztermines that the alleged violation has a
substantial effect on the outcome of the elec-
tion, he shall immediately bring a civil action
sgainst the labor organization, directing the
conduct of a new election under the super-
vision of the Secretary of Labor.

S5.1002 vests in the Federal district court
the authority to declare an election wvold
and to order a new electlon to be conducted
under the supervision of the Secretary of
Labor, if on a preponderence of the evidence
substantial irregularities are found to have
occurred. An order issued by the court as a
result of such proceedings shall be appeal-
able in the same manner as the final judg-
ment in a civil action, but an crder directing
an  election shall not be stayed pending
appeal.

Mr, Chairman, this administrative and
judicial procedure provides an orderly course
to be pursued in determining the validity
of any contested union election, with full
protection for the rights of all parties in in-
terest under the United States Constitution.

So much for the election requirement, I
will now proceed to a brief discussion of the
protections included in S. 1002 with reference
to strike authorization. In this matter
8. 1002 1s unique in that it is the only bill
before Congress, within my knowledge, which
establishes specific demoeratic procedures for
conduct of a strike authorlzation.

I submit, it is important for all concerned
(employees, employers, and the general pub-
lic) that there Is an assurance that every
intelligent and honorable step has been taken
to avoid a work stoppage and that a strike,
when it finally shuts down an enterprise, is a
true reflection of the democratic will of its
labor force and has been ordered by them
only as a last resort.

The need for a dependable secret ballot
in the taking of a strike vote should be
obvious to the membership of this com-
mittee, for you are familiar, I am certain,
with current Intraunion techniques of
whipping up sentiment by means of unlon
boss propaganda, of conducting the ballot-
ing In an atmosphere of ballyhoo and union
hall mob hysteria in advance of negotia-
tions, of leaving the administration and
counting of ballots entirely in the hands
of the union crowd. Balloting in such cir-
cumstances and under such conditions could
well be an out-and-out farce and represent
the very opposite of the democratic action
the situation rightfully calls for. Indeed,
many a strike has been called that has left
the very workers involved in a state of
utter bewllderment as to the true issues
that brought it about. This encourages at-
tempts at strike breaking and picket line
violence, as well as offenses against both
persons and property.

It seems essential, therefore, that Con-
gress establish a pattern or procedure for
the taking of a strike vote by secret ballot
in such a manner as to insure that a strike
when called is a true reflection of the will
of the employees who are to participate
in the strike, To this end S. 1002 would
establish the following procedure for a dem-
ocratic strike vote by secret ballot.

(1) No strike ballot will be taken until
there have been 20 days of honest negotia-
tion between labor and management fol-
lowed by an additional 20-day explanatory
poriod, in which the parties to the dispute
will explain fully the issues at variance
to the employees involved in the dispute,

(2) If a strike ballot is taken, it shall
be conducted by a three-man election com-
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mittee consisting of one member selected
by the labor organization, one member
selected by the employer and a third mem-
ber selected by the two aforementioned mem-
bers. If the employer fails to select a
member within 5 days after request to do
so has been submitied in writing by the
labor - organization, then the member will
be selected by the NLRB.

If the member selected by the employer
and the member selected by the labor or-
ganization are unable to agree within b
days on the third member, said member
will be selected by the NLRB.

{(3) The three-man election committee
will promptly prepare and distribute ballots
by first-class mail to all employees in the
bargaining unit involved in the labor dis-
pute with appropriate instructions and en-
velopes to enable the employees to execute
and return the ballots, addressed to a des-
ignated post office box accessible only to the
election commitiee as a body., The return
envelopes will be prepared in such a manner
that the signature of the voter will appear
on the outer envelope for the purpose of
determining his eligibility to vote in the
event of dispute, but it will not appear on
his actual ballot so that he can vote In
secrecy.

(4) The election committee will then
process and count the ballots returned in
such a manner that the identity of the in-
dividual casting a particular ballot will be
unknown to the committee or to any other
person. At the conclusion of tabulation,
the election committee will then certify the
results of the election to the parties to the
dispute.

(5) If a majority of the employees vot-
ing in such election vote to authorize a
strike, such strike may be ordered or au-
thorized by the exclusive-bargaining wunit
involved, but only after expiration of a
period of 20 days, during which the em-
ployer and the labor organization shall again
have made all reasonable efforts to settle the
dispute by collective bargaining.

I believe that this procedure will guar-
antee a fully secret ballot. It also would
assure each union member that there would
be no personal reprisal taken against him by
either the employer or the union, since
neither could possibly detéermine how he
voted prior to sealing his ballot in the plain
white envelope.

The original 20-day collective bargaining
management, untroubled by the ever-present
period would provide a relatively peaceful at-
mosphere for negotiation between labor and
threat of a strike. The 20-day explanatory
period prior to the strike vote will be of
benefit to the employees, the employer, and
the general public, but especially to the em-
ployees. It will allow a period of sufficient
duration in which the employee may thor-
oughly inform himself on the issues in dis-
pute and once informed he will have ample
time to make a thoughtful, judicious, and
independent determination as to whether
he wishes or not to engage In a strike. The
final 20-day period of collective bargaining,
after a strike has been authorized by ma-
jority vote, provides an additional period for
negotiated settlement, but a period in which
the labor organization will have an oppor-
tunity to introduce into the collective bar-
gaining proceedings their most powerful tool,
the threat of an actual strike which has been
properly authorized by vote of the union
membership.

I firmly believe that this procedure which
I have outlined will do much to encourage
peaceful labor-management negotiations,
and will eliminate & high percentage of the
rashly called strikes, which bring such hard-
ships to the employee and to the general
publie.

We all know that regulatory laws are in-
effective without provisions which encour-
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age obedience. A regulatory law without
sanctions is like a watchdog without teeth.
Therefore, with respect to the strike author=-
ization provisions, S. 1002 includes two
sanctions which I feel will effectively en-
force obedience to the regulatory features.
Disregard of or refusal to comply with its
provisions will result in the disobedient
union being denied access to the NLRE fa-
cilities and in losing its exempt status under
section 501(a) of the Internal Revenue Code.

Mr. Chalirman, and members of the com-
mittee, this Congress has a heavy responsi-
bility to enact effective, objective, construc-
tive labor reform legislation. I sincerely
believe S. 1002 provides effective, objective,
and constructive methods for eliminating
the primary evils in the labor-management
field which have been disclosed thus far by
our Senate Select Committee To Investigate
Improper Activities in the Labor-Manage-
ment Field.

There are some who insist that this Con-
gress do nothing—that we sit idly by and
hope that these evils will cure themselves.
There are some who insist upon repressive
and punitive legislation which would punish
good unions and honest, considerate labor
leaders for the sins of those who throw their
weight around and through either misuse
of personal power or of union funds—or of
both—deny to the dues-paying member his
full rights and privileges as an American
citizen entitled to govern himself and to
determine his own destiny. And there are
some who insist that we enact only such
legislation as the union labor leaders them-
selves support, and rely upon it to correct
the evils which have developed under exist-
ing union labor leadership. For myself, Mr.
Chairman, I reject all three of these capitu-
lations whether to prejudice, to power, or to
the persuasions of expediency.

Without rancor in our hearts and with-
out malice in our motlives, this Congress
can and should enact legislation which will
restore and reenforce the rights and the
responsibility of individual dues-paying rank
and file union members to put the American
trade union movement back on the high
road of service to its membership rather than
subjecting it to the pitfalls which come
through submission to the coercive powers
of bossism when they are present in the
labor movement. I believe avidly in the
good purpose, the good Americanism, and
the good conscience of the vast majority of
our American working men and women—
whether they be in or out of the trade union
movement. I believe that if Congress will
provide these union rank and file members
with a full set of tools by which they can
reach their own decisions and then have
them effectuated by action we shall see a
prompt and wholesale cleanup of trade
unionism in those areas where correction
needs to come. I doubt that much, if any,
subsequent legislation in this area would
then be necessary, and the entire, agitated
argument as to whether we should legislate
on this subject in two packages or meet the
challenge with a single package legislative
approach would then be moot. If we fail
to provide adequate procedures by which
the members themselves can correct the pre-
valling evils, however, we must then seek
and secure specific legislative provisions to
meet specific problems and this would be
the hard, slow, uncertain method of meeting
our responsibilities.

At least, I believe, rank and file American
union members deserve the chance to demon-
strate what they can and will do once they
are guaranteed the right and the procedures
with which to deal with unscrupulous labor
leaders who pervert the purpose of trade
unionism by misusing the hard-earned dues
money pald by the members or by establish-
ing themselves as thought-control tyrants
seeking to determine how dues-paying mem-
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bers shall spend their money, plan their
futures, conduct their work lives, and, in
some Iinstances, even cast their personal
votes.

However, if we are to rely on the sound
judgment and the good citizenship of rank
and file trade union members to correct the
unsavory conditions disclosed by the McClel-
lan committee hearings, we must not hand
them a spoon when it requires a spade to do
the job. What is needed is a full set of man-
sized democratic tools—not a tool kit
stocked with kiddy tools and make-believe
legislative toys.

Ultimate responsibility for the conduct
of the union movement must be designated
somewhere. Either in the hands of a Gov-
ernment department or agency where it will
be slow and awkward in reaching a decision;
or in the hands of the labor leaders where
so0 much of it now rests and where some of
it has been so badly abused; or in the hands
of the dues-paying members fortified with
the procedures for decision, and the power
to act where I believe this Congress should
have the courage, the candor, and the clear
good judgment to put it. I urge you to sup-
port such legislation, and I feel an answer of
this type is found in 8. 1002, which I truly
believe would become a genuine new bill of
rights for American labor.

EMPTY FEARS AND THE COLUMBIA
RIVER CORPORATION BILL

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
last December hearings were held in
major cities of four Pacific Northwest
States on legislation to amend the Bon-
neville Project Act so as to provide cor-
poration-type management for Federal
power operations in the Columbia River
Basin., The hearings have aroused wide-
spread comment in the region among
persons concerned over shortcomings in
the present procedures for planning,
financing, and construction of Federal
electric power facilities in the Columbia
Basin and for wholesale marketing
of energy in the region. To be sure, not
all of the comments on the proposed self-
financing power legislation have been
affirmative. But I have been impressed
by the strong support for our proposed
amendments to the Bonneville Act from
many sources.

In its issue of March 5, 1959, the editor
of the Hood River News, of Hood River,
Oreg., Mr. Robert C. Hall, has presented
a thorough analysis of the corporation
proposal. He has cut through some of
the emotionalism and propaganda used
by opponents of the legislation and has
concluded that the proposed Bonneville
Act amendments offer a plan for power
resource advancement with all the same
advantages, with so few of the disad-
vantages the present setup entails. I
ask consent to have printed in the body
of the Recorp the Hood River News edi-
torial entitled “Why Are They Afraid?”

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows: 3

WHY ARE THEY AFRAID?

Horace Greeley once remarked that an
editorial should never run longer than the
editor’'s pencil. This week, we ignore this
wise maxim to shed some light on one of the
most roundly confused issues of the year—
the proposal to form a Columbia River De-
velopment Association (CRDA).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We doubt that any issue of such vast sig-
nificance to the entire Northwest has re-
celved such a bickering, snickering fear-rid-
den reception by all lovers of the status quo
in power development—and that includes
members of both the private and public
power firms. Particularly sad has been the
dogged opposition offered by the Northwest's
private power interests.

Generally in agreement with these firms
on their aims, we must note, with Bill
Johnson, distinguished editor of the Lewis-
ton (Idaho) Morning Tribune that the pri-
vate firms “seem to be reverting to a pattern
of propaganda we had hoped they had
abandoned. Their furious, intemperate, ir-
relevant denunciation of this plan reflects a
throwback to days better forgotten.”

8o let's forget the fears of what this bill
is not designed to do or undo, the irrele-
vancies that you can argue all night long
on any power measure. Let's talk about
the plan, and what it is designed to do, as
opposed to what present power development
organization can do:

To get power and irrigation and flood con-
trol for the growth and development of our
region, we must often have dams. These
dams, it has been shown, must be built in
a comprehensive, orderly manner for the
most efficient use of water resources available
from the Columbia River watershed.

A Columbia River Development Corp. has
been proposed to supervise the construction
of those dams, and the transmission and sale
of power produced thereby.

Opponents call this plan dangerous, omi-
nous, a Frankenstein corporation that would
wrest control of our resources from the re-
gion, give it to disinterested, all-powerful
czars whose sole concern is socialization of
our power industry.

CRDC opponents say the plan Is danger-
ous because it would give to a five-man
board of directors the power to transmit and
sell the power that comes from Federal dams
built in the Northwest.

That's odd because that's exactly what
Bonneville Power Administration does right
now. And BPA, we might remind you, is
run by non-Northwesterners, where CRDC,
performing the same simple function that
has worked so well through two wars, might
be even more responsive to our needs throuch
its regional directorship. Is that dangerous?

But CRDC would not only do that, it
would build its own dams, which BPA
couldn’'t do. This gives CRDC a monsterlike
authority over who builds what dams where.

First, let's correct that error. The CRDC
can’t build dams. It can authorize new dam
construction by other agencies, private, pub-
lic, Federal. Now, if that is such a horrible
vision, what must these people think of the
present way you go about getting a dam
authorized?

First you make application to the Federal
Power Commission. Its members are seldom
Northwesterners, are primarily politicians
sensitive to the pressure of the current poli-
tical year. And don't kid yourselves. FPC
can quash a private application, turn it over
to public ownership (or vice versa) as swiftly
as any monster you ever saw.

Remember the Hells Canyon circus, the
Pleasant Valley absurdity, the countless
queer reversals of form by the FPC, all to
satisfy political expediency, all making a
farce of the “orderly development’” concept
we need so badly here? Again, would you
rather have that, or a regional corporation,
politically inclined, of course, but at least
inclined to this area, since its members
must by law be Northwesterners.

Well, opponents grouse, even if that were
a fairer organization to approach for dam
applications, it has even a more monstrous
power. Even the FPC can’t finance its own
dams. The CRDC would be able to bank-
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rupt us on a power building binge. There
is one of the it-might-happen irrelevancies
that only confuses the major issue.

Let's go back to the FPC. Assuming we
do get our application past them (and too
few private and public bullders have been
able to do so) what happens, under present
law? You go to Congress. You wait a year
before enough local Senators can get enough
other Senators from other areas to trade a
few votes and get the thing authorized.
Whether or not the project is a valid one
means nothing—it's politics pure and sim-
ple. The recent vote swapping for the
Hells Canyon bill between Oregon's delega-
tion and the civil right faction should en-
grave this bitter knowledge indelibly on all
our minds.

But CRDC, with a Northwest directorship,
can take an application, be it from P.P. & L.,
& Washington PUD, or the Corps of Engi-
neers, and OK it as the best comprehensive
plan for a particular dam, then get right to
work and start financing the thing imme-
diately. Which is better, CRDC way or the
FPC-Congress approach?

And remember, even after Congress au-
thorizes a dam, it can starve the project into
worthlessness through its legal power to al=-
lot construction money on a yearly basis.

How many times has a dam, just to ap-
pease a Northwest Senator, been author-
ized by the Congress, then slowly bled to
nothingness by later Congresses who have
no interest or even knowledge of the dam's
importance to us?

CRDC is bold, indeed. It is a new ap-
proach, yes. But it has this great advan-
tage. It could grant application and then
get the thing financed so we can get moving
out here on our power needs.

Obviously, CRDC would have political
problems. Who doesn't? Obviously, every
application it grants will not be universally
praised by all the emotional interest attached
to the Columbia River. But how many have
bzen so far?

What objection can be made to a cor=
poration, a legal entity, formed by the five
States who happen to worry a lot about who
bosses their water rights? It takes over a
sound, solid, workable system for getting
power to the industries and consumers of
the region—the Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration. In addition, it brings to this or-
ganization and area the power of the FPC—
to authorize new dams, new transmission
facilities. Finally, it takes over one of the
functions that formerly had to be assumed
by an already overloaded Congress—arrang-
ing for the financing of those dams that re-
quire Federal funds.

It does all this with one neat 5-man di-
rectorship, headed by a general manager.
All are appointed offices, just as are BPA
and FPC officers. If you've got a power prob-
lem, you can go to the corporation. If you
want to buy power, you go to the corpora-
tion. No matter what you want, you go to
one regional organization, operating with
the best interests of this region in mind.

Now it may be the opponents of this sys=
tem are happy the way they are. It must
be, or they wouldn't raise such a fuss. They
must be happy beating their brains out try-
ing to show the FPC how badly we need
dams “way out West.” It must be with great
joy that they pay vast sums to lobby for a
vote on another year's construction money
for a vital Northwest dam or reclamation
project. It must be with great delight that
they run between BPA, the FPC, and Con-
gress, hoping to get all to agree on a vital
regional power problem. It must be fun.
Why else would they fight a plan which
offers them all the same advantages, with so
few of the disadvantages the present setup
entails?
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PERIL IN ACCEPTABLE
A-RADIATION

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in the
Washington Post and Times Herald of
this morning, there was published an
article by staff reporter Edward Gam-
arekian, in which he pointed out that
the American people are being led to be-
lieve erroneously that foods with less
than the maximum permissible concen-
tration of radioactivity are not danger-
ous. Mr., Gamarekian has invited at-
tention to the fact that the Public
Health Service Advisory Committee on
Radiation has cast a serious cloud upon
the validity of the terms being used to
reassure the public about the permis-
sible limits in the human body for
stronium 90 and other radioactive prod-
ucts.

Mr. Gamarekian quotes the Chairman
of the Advisory Committee, Dr. Russell
H. Morgan, a radiology professor at
Johns Hopkins University, as saying
there is ample evidence there is no safe
level and that biological efiects begin
above zero.

Mr. President, I do not believe the
American people are being reassured.
The American people share the uneasi-
ness in the world about atomic pollu-
tion of the atmosphere, notwithstand-
ing attempts to soothe them.

Mr. President, this exposed nerve will
not be deadened by ready reassurance.
We must continue our efforts to get an
agreement to halt this pollution of the
atmosphere, subject to a workable and
trustworthy inspection system.

The proposal I recently made for a
last resort effort to reach such an agree-
ment at Geneva has been ably recog-
nized by the distinguished Director of
the Washington Bureau of the News
Week magazine, Ernest K. Lindley, who,
in his column entitled “Washington
Tides,” of the current issue of March
16, 1959, writes about "Atom-free Air?”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with
the permission of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho, I should like to have
the privilege of having printed in the
REecorp the article written by Ernest K.
Lindley, which has just been referred to
by the distinguished Senator from Idaho,
relating to the matter of testing.

I should like to read the last para-
graph of the column, which is:

The CEURCH approach takes account of all
the chief elements in a complex problem:
Worldwide anxiety about pollution of the
atmosphere, Russian objections and the need
to test their sincerity, our own security. It
would also give us the diplomatic offensive,
not just in a propaganda way, but through
a solid proposal.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, with the consent of the Senator
from Idaho, that the column may be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of the Senator’s remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I am
honored to have the distinguished Sena-"
tor from Montana take the interest he
has shown. I thank the Senator very
much.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that in addition to the Lindley ar-
ticle, which the distinguished Senator
has asked to have printed in the REecorp,
there also be printed in the Recorp an
article from the Washington Post and
Times Herald of this morning, written
by Edward Gamarekian, entitled “Peril
in Acceptable A-Radiation.”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PERIL IN ACCEPTADLE A-RADIATION
(By Edward Gamarekian)

The American people are led to believe,
erroneously, that foods with less than the
“maximum permissible concentration” of
radioactivity are not dangerous.

Estimates in scientific publications show,
however, that if the strontlum 90 alone
reaches the permissible limit in the human
body, it may increase the incidence of leu-
kemia by more than 20 percent—2,600 more
cases a year on top of the present annual
rate of 11,400,

The effect of strontium 90 and other radio-
active atomic products on the incidence of
other diseases would be added to this toll.

Although the Atomic Energy Comrnission
and the other agencies involved cannot be
charged with concealing these figures, they
have made virtually no attempt to make
them generally known to the public.

CLIMB EFFECT MINIMIZED

Instead, they have used such expressions
as ‘‘acceptable,” “negligible,” “protective,”
and “statistically unobservable” when the
levels of radiocactivity climbed in milk,
wheat, vegetables, and other foods.

They have pointed out that the permissi-
ble concentration of strontium 90 in the
bones would produce only about twice the
amount of natural radiation that comes from
cosmic rays, uranium in the soil, and so on.

Humans have got used to this level, they
argue, but they neglect to point out that 10
percent, and perhaps more, of the number of
new leukemia cases each year are attributed
to the background or natural radiation.

The maximum permissible concentra-
tions, or MPC's, are recommendations set by
the International and U.S. Committees on
Radiation Protection. These committees
have just revised their handboock of MPC's
for the various end products of atomic re-
actions.

HANDBOOK QUOTED

Although the new wvalues have not yet
been released, they are reported to be close
to the present ones. The following state-
ment was guoted from the new handbook
during the current hearings before the Con-
gressional Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy:

“The permissible dose for an individual
is that dose * * * which In the light of
present knowledge carries a negligible prob-
ability of severe somatic or genetic injuries.

“Furthermore, it is such a dose that any
effects that ensue more frequently are lim-
ited to those of a minor nature that would
not be considered unacceptable by the ex-
posed individual and by competent medical
authorities.”

The words “negligible” and “unacceptable”
depend, of course, on the user,

When AEC Commissioner Willard F, Libby
‘testified before the Jolnt Committee a few
weeks ago on the radloactivity of Minnesota
wheat, he referred to the MPC's as “levels
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which are generally acceptable for a steady
diet."

DECLARED WORTHLESS

Even the Public Health Service has indi-
cated everything was all right by stating that
the MPC's listed were “for the protection of
the general public.”

Two days ago, however, the Chairman of
the Advisory Committee on Radiation of the
PHS lowered the boom, declaring the MPC's
worthless, meaningless, and “based on some-
thing other than scientific fact.”

“Nowhere is there a concerted effort being
made to obtain sound scientific data to ob-
tain answers to the problems,” he went on.
“It is questionable whether we can continue
long in this framework.” He indicated the
Public Health Service would seek to set up
an integrated system of measurement and
control, taking this function out of the
Atomic Energy Commission.

The Advisory Committee Chairman, Rus-
sell H. Morgan, 18 a radiology professor at
Johns Hopkins University and the radiol-
ogist in chief at the Johns Hopkins Hos-
pital,

Morgan blasted the theories being put
forth by some scientists on the existence of
a safe threshold below which there are no
radiation effects.

“There is ample evidence that there is no
safe level,” he sald, “and that blological ef-
fects begin above zero.”

Exmterr 1
WasHINGTON TIDES: ATOM-FREE AIR?
(By Ernest K. Lindley)

A sensible way to try to break the deadlock
with the Soviets over suspension of nuclear
tests have been proposed by Senator FRanNk
CHauURCH, of Idaho. He would seek an agree-
ment solely on supsension of tests in the
earth's atmosphere. He would postpone
efforts to reach agreement on suspension of
tests underground, underwater, and in outer
space.

The CHURCH proposal would greatly sim-
plify the problem of Inspection, thus going
far toward meeting Soviet objections to the
present U.S.-British plan. At the same time
it would halt contamination of the air, the
rising peril which has been primarily re-
sponsible for the worldwide clamor for a
test ban., There is no fallout from tests deep
underground nor would there be from tests
in outer space.

The inzpection and control systenr on
which the nuclear powers are deadlocked
at Geneva is supposed to detect explosions
beneath the earth’s surface as well as in its
atmosphere. (Detection in outer space has
not yet been tackled.) Agreement on the
number and types of fixed inspection sta-
tions necessary for this double purpose was
reached at the earlier conference of tech-
nicians, But, in addition, in the U.S.-British
view, the inspectors must be free to move
immediately to the spot of any explosion or
tremor. This is because of possible difficul-
ties in distinguishing at a distance between
an atomic underground blast and an earth-
quake.

SPY-SCARY

The Russians have put up two barriers to
the operation of such a system. First, they
insist that inspection teams Inside the
U.8.8.R. be dominated by BSoviet citizens,
This would amount to self-inspection, in
which nobody outside the Soviet Union
would have confidence. Secondly, they in-
sist on a veto in the control commission,
This would enable them to prevent inspec-
tion on the spot of suspicious tremors.
Khrushchev alleges that the U.S.-British
purpose is to gather intelligence—that is, to
set up a freewheeling spy system—through-
‘out the Soviet Tnion.

An inspection system solely for shots in
the air could be much simpler and less ex=
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tensive. The more powerful shots can be
dotected by existing monitoring systems on
each side. The Soviets might insist that
nothing more is needed. Senator Gore im-
plied that no special system would be
needed when he proposed that we unilater-
ally suspend aerlal tests for 3 years. I am
informed, however, that a fully reliable de-
tection system—the only kind worth hav-
ing—would require a few fixed stations
inside each area in which weapons are
tested, perhaps as many as 10 in the
USSR. There would be relatively little
need for mobile inspection teams.

The CHURCH approach would cut the
ground from under the Soviet contention
that we are trying to set up a freewheeling
intelligence system inside the TU.S.SR.
Nevertheless, it would show whether the
SBoviets are willing to accept any interna-
tional inspection. If they are, then perhaps
later they will accept more, and some prog-
ress can be made toward arms control. If
they are not, their bad faith will be exposed.

TWO BITES

There are further reasons for deferring
negotiations on suspension of underground
shots. The Atomic Energy Commission has
concluded, from its October tests, that de-
tecting these shots may be much harder
than was supposed when the technicians
worked out their plan at Geneva last sum-
mer. It believes that more tests, in different
geological formations, are necessary to fur-
nish the data for a foolproof system. As a
result, it unanimously suggested to the State
Department in January essentially the same
“two-bite” approach that CHuUrcH has now
publicly proposed. Secondly, weapons test-
ing would not be brought to a complete
halt. This is Important if for no other rea-
son than to prevent the premature and pos-
sibly calamitous disbandment of our teams
of scientists and techniclans working on
weapons.

The CHURCH approach takes account of all
the chief elements In a complex problem:
Worldwide anxlety about pollution of the
atmosphere, Russian objections and the
need to test their sincerity, our own secu-
rity. It would also give us the diplomatic
offensive, not just in a propaganda way, but
through a solid proposal.

HOUSING FOR SERVICEMEN

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, in my
State of Montana and in several other
States there is an acute shortage of de-
cent housing for servicemen and their
families. Recently the Senator from
Montana [Mr, MansrFieLp] and I invited
attention to the dire need at Glasgow
Air Force Base and Malmstrom Air Force
Base in Montana. At Glasgow Air Force
Base the situation is so critical that new
personnel being assigned to the base are
advised to leave their families at home.

In cooperation with our colleague,
Representative LERoy ANDERSON, who
represents the constituency which in-
cludes the Glasgow and Malmstrom
bases, we are presenting full informa-
tion on the critical housing shortage to
both Senate and House Armed Services
Committees.

The March 1959 issue of Air Force
magazine carries an editorial entitled
“Housing,” which describes the housing
shortage in Montana, Michigan, North
Dakota, and Ohio.

1 should like to quote to the Senate two
paragraphs from this editorial:

‘While Glasgow is more isolated, than the
other bases we visited, the general picture is
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about the same at all. Available local hous-
ing, except for a fortunate few, is either sub-
standard, too ezpensive, too far away, or a
combination of all three.

We as a nation could do much for our
safety, and help the State of our conscience
as well, if we would accept the responsibil-
ity of providing homes for the men who are
defending us. Moving the sergeant’s living
room close to his airplane may keep Russian
boots out of our own.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the body of the
REecorp, immediately following these re-
marks, the entire editorial from Air Force
magazine.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

HousIiNG

There used to be a phrase to describe a
man who had decided to make a career of the
military service. We said, “He found a home
in the Air Force.” Or the Army. Or the
Navy.

For a single man this might still be valid.
But for the serviceman who wishes to exer-
cise his God-given right to marry and-raise
a family in decent surroundings it's still
a long way from being true. Adequate fam-
ily housing is still the execption, rather than
the rule. And there’s no excuse for it. The
amount of money involved is minute, com-
pared to the vast sums ticketed for weapons,
and the serviceman actually pays for it him-
self. '

There are two reasons why the shortage
of homes for Air Force families is not only
foolish but dangerous. One is based on the
military fact of life that the finest weapon
systems In the world are but lifeless hunks
of metal until they are vitalized by the
brains and hands of men—men who are on
the spot when needed, not in some shack
an hour’s drive or more away. The second
reason is fiscal—that it makes little sense
to invest half a billion dollars or more in a
base and its weapons, with careful provision
for the housing of aireraft, trucks, and type-
writers, yet fall to risk the 2 percent or so
additional that it would cost to house the
high-priced men who man this costly gear.

Only recently I left Washington—with its
buzzing talk of missile gaps, multi-billion-
dollar budgets, and space capsules—to get
a firsthand look at why the Air Force des-
perately needs more homes for its familles,
I returned convinced that family housing,
at the type of base I visited at least, is as
much a part of the operational requirement,
of the great deterrent if you will, as inter-
continental ballistic missiles, hydrogen war-
heads, or supersonic interceptors.

We visited a segment of the so-called
northern tier of bases, some still under con-
struetion. With a few exceptions, this north-
ern tier was originally programed to serve
the Alr Defense Command mission, housing
SAGE installations and fighter-interceptor
units to stop alr attacks coming over the
short and inviting polar route to the heart-
land of the United States. Even before some
of the bases were completed, new programs
threw on them the additional burden of
housing bomber and tanker units of the
Strategic Alr Command, as part of SAC's
policy of dispersing its units and thereby
multiplying the number of targets the So-
viets would have to take out in an initlal
attack.

This combination of missions—defense
and attack—makes this northern chain of
high strategic importance indeed. As of
this writing, the very survival of this Na-
tion depends on how well they can do their

ob. -
What does family housing have to do with
all this? Plenty. Right now it is by far
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the weakest link in this all-important chain.
At these bases and many others it is an in-
tegral part of the operational requirement,
part of what it takes to get the job done,
not just something nice to do for the boys.

On our northern swing we visited Kinross
Air Force Base, 20 miles through the ever-
green forests from Sault Ste. Marie, in Up-
per Michigan; Grand Forks and Minot Air
Force Bases, near the citles of the same
names in North Dakota; Glasgow Air Force
Base, Mont.,, Malmstrom Air Force Base,
outside Great Falls, Mont., with a stop at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton,
Ohio, where SAC and ADC missions have
been superimposed on the great complex of
Headquarters, Air Materiel Command.

At each the problem was basically the
same, ' The Air Defense Command opera-
tional requirement calls for its alert per-
sonnel to live not more than 5 miles or 10
minutes from their duty station. SAC gives
its people a little more time—10 miles or 20
minutes. At none of the bases visited was
housing avallable off the base that met these
time-~distance . criteria for more than a
handful of people. And in some cases, not
even for the handful.

Take the most dramatic example, Glas-
gow, scheduled, when completed, to house
McDonnell F-101B interceptors for ADC and
Boeing B-52 bombers and KC-135 tankers
for SAC. By June 1962 it will have a com-
plement of about 3,500 uniformed personnel
and 300 civilian employees. Glasgow, Mont.,
population generously estimated at about
7,000 (last census showed 3,821), is the
nearest town of any size, and it is 20 miles
away by a narrow, two-lane highway. On
the half-hour ride into town we passed three
farmhouses.

When the base is fully manned, it is esti-
mated that almost 1,400 officers and airmen
in the upper grades (the only ones now eli-
gible by law for on-base housing) will need
homes for their families. In addition, Air
Force experience factors indicate that almost
600 airmen in the lower grades will want to
bring their families to Glasgow.

Where will they live? On base now are
267 family housing units, built by the
Army’s Corps of Engineers under the mili-
tary construction program by direct appro-
priation at an average cost of $20,100 aplece.
These are no bargain even at the high con-
struction costs prevalent in the area. A
SAC first sergeant told me of a day when
the temperature was an even zero, with a
40-knot wind. He turned up the thermo-
stat full blast but couldn't coax the tem-
perature in his living room above 60 degrees.

Some 460 additional units are being built
on the base under provisions of the Cape-
hart-Rains Act (more on this later) with
another 300 units hoped for but not yet ap-
proved. At best this adds up to 1,027 units,
leaving a balance of nearly 1,000 families
who will be unhoused.

According to the theory of the Depart-
ment of Defense, which must approve Air
Force housing programs, this balance must
be ascribed by the local community. At
Glasgow this is about like trying to stufl
6 pounds of sand into a 5-pound bag.
The civic leaders there are sympathetic and
want to be helpful, but there is little they
can do.

We chatted with them over coffee and
cookies in a downtown cafe—the mayor, the
president of the chamber of commerce, the
bank president, the newspaper publisher,
the superintendent of schools, the chairman
of the housing committee. The latter, Mr.
0. H. Bundy, explained this situation. Avail-
able local capital is just about enough to
finance the normal expansion of the town—
650 to 60 family housing units per year.
There is little or no hope of bullding pri-
vately financed rental housing on a specu=-
lative basis, When the base was first
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planned, for Air Defense Command units
only, the town figured it could muddle
through somehow. But when the SAC units
were programed in, as Mr. Bundy put it,
“we got a bigger package than we bought.”

And if, in a burst of wild optimism, one
imagined that housing might become avail-
able overnight in Glasgow, it is still 20
miles and at least half an hour's driving
time away under ideal weather conditions.

The only rational solution is to build
housing on the base under title VIII of the
National Housing Act, called the Capehart-
Rains law from the Senator and Representa-
tive who cosponsored it. Briefly, the Cape-
hart-Rains law calls for housing to be built,
under private contract with the lowest
bidder, with the mortgage insured by the
Federal Housing Administration and pay-
ment guaranteed by the military services.
The contractor must obtain his own finan-
cing and the mortgage payments are made
from the rental allowances of the officers
and airmen involved. The Government is
not out of pocket unless the base is later
closed, in which case it is holding the bag
for an infinitely larger investment in the
base facilities.

At the moment there are several reasons
why this is only a partial answer. First of
all, the Capehart-Rains law expires at the
end of the current fiscal year (June 30). It
must be extended and probably will be by a
friendly Congress. Second, current policies
of the Department of Defense place a ceil-
ing for onbase housing of 55 percent of the
requirement at an overage base and 75 per-
cent at remote places ilke Glasgow—the bal-
ance to be absorbed by the local community.

What happens when the local community
can't absorb this balance—or when there
isn't even a local community within the
time-distance criteria—is a question which
the Defense Department answers with a
figurative shrug.

Third, even a hundred percent fulfillment
of the authorized requirement through
Capehart-Rains housing leaves unanswered
the problem of shelter for the families of
married alrmen of the four lower grades.
These, while granted modest housing allow-
ances, are presently not entitled to housing
even on bases where it might be avallable.
They must turn to local community re-
sources, and the fact that their rental al-
lowances are not high—in the $60 to 875
range—means that it isn't economically
practical to build speculative rental housing
for them. In most cases, they must leave
their families somewhere else.

At some bases a partial solution is found
in a provision of the law which permits the
Government to buy Wherry Act housing
(built several years ago under different legis-
lation) and renovate and remodel them.
Unfortunately, Wherry housing, while it was
welcome relief at the time it was built, was
constructed under a price ceiling of $11,000
per unit and after 5 years or so of occupancy
much of it is marginal. And funds for re-
habilitation have been forthcoming in only
a few instances.

While Glasgow is more isolated than the
other bases we visited, the general picture
is about the same at all. Available local
housing, except for a fortunate few, is either
substandard, too expensive, too far away,
or a combination of all three. At Minot I
talked with an airman first class with 10
years' service. He has five daughters. The
baby shares a bedroom with him and his
wife. The other four girls are crammed
into another bedroom. At Great Falls the
wife of a lieutenant colonel with almost 20
years' service told me they were anxiously
waiting for their Capehart-Rains house to
be finished.

“We go over and look at it every time we
get a minute,” she said. *“It will be the
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first chance we've had to live like a colonel’s
family should be able to.”

By July 1962, 1,100 families will need
housing at Kinross AFB, Mich.,, 1,500 at
Grand Forks, another 1,500 at Minot, 1,700
at Malmstrom. And so it goes.

Action is urgently required. While we
accelerate our missile programs and make
grand plans to put man into space, we must
remember that even a spaceman has to
come down sometime, and when he does
he'd like to have a decent home to head for.

What kind of action?

1. Extension of the present Capehart-
Rains law, with improvements if possible.

2. Legislation to make permanent the
present quarters allowances for airmen in
the four lower grades. The present allow-
ances are a temporary measure, enacted to
ease the financial burden for men recalled to
duty in the Eorean war. If the allowances
were made permanent, then onbase housing
could be programed for these men.

3. Substandard, overpriced housing in
adjacent communities must not be counted
as an asset when programing housing needs.

4. Where the local community cannot pro-
vide adequate rental housiug commensurate
with quarters allowances, the Department
of Defense ceiling for Capehart-Rains hous-
ing should be raised from 75 to 90 percent.
(One hundred percent is not realistic since
one simply cannot program that closely. The
number of married men with families as-
signed to a given base will vary from the
averages for the Air Force as a whole.)

5. Consideration of the housing problem on
an individual basis, judging each base In
terms of mission and locatlion rather than
clinging to unrealistic blanket criteria.

Of the above factors, most crucial is a
change of heart on the part of a hitherto
adamant Department of Defense. This year
it cut a proposed 20,000-unit program for
the Air Force down to 8,000 units, and thus
far it has stubbornly resisted attempts to
ralse the ceiling at remote installations. One
might almost think that the housing money
was coming out of the personal funds of
Defense officlals, rather than out of the pock-
ets of the airmen themselves.

One way to improve the present Cape-
hart-Rains arrangement would be to adjust
the cost 1limits so as to reflect varying con-
struction costs in various parts of the coun-
try. The present law says that the average
cost per unit in a Capehart-Rains project
cannot be above $16,600. This means that
in high-cost areas, llke the northern tier
bases, the $16,500 buys a minimum of house,
since a big chunk must go for heating units,
insulation, basements, and the general high
cost of shipping in materials from long dis-
tances. On the other hand, the same amount
of money in Florida buys a good deal more.

Another improvement would be to set aside,
where possible, a little of the Capehart-
Rains money to be spent on the kind of facil-
ities provided by the average community—
playgrounds, baseball diamonds, tennis
courts, a community building for youth ac-
tivities.

More than & hundred years ago an Eng-
lishman named Sydney Smith wrote:

“A comfortable house is a great source of
happiness. Itranks immediately after health
and a good consclence.”

We as a Nation could do much for our
safety, and help the state of our consclence
as well, if we would accept the responsibility
of providing homes for the men who are de-
fending us. Moving the sergeant's living
room close to his airplane may keep Russian
boots out of our own.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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ll'I‘hta Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS—CEREMONIES IN THE
RECEPTION ROOM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. After the
ceremonies in the Reception Room the
Senate will reassemble. I invite my col-
leagues to join us in the Senate Recep-
tion Room.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
order previously entered the Senate will
now stand in recess subject to the call
of the Chair.

Thereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the Senate
took a recess subject to the call of the
Chair.

The Senators proceeded to the Recep-
tion Room of the Senate.

RESUMPTION OF LEGISLATIVE
SESSION

On the conclusion of the ceremonies
in the Reception Room at 1 o'clock and
43 minutes p.m., the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. BisrE in the chair).

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS AT
UNVEILING OF PORTRAITS OF
FIVE OUTSTANDING SENATORS

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp of today the report of the
proceedings earlier in the day in the
Reception Room of the Senate at the un-
veiling of the portraits of the five out-
standing Senators who were today hon-
ored.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Arizona? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. HAYDEN. I also ask unanimous
consent that the proceedings be printed
as a Senate document, with illustrations,
notwithstanding the rule of the Joint
Committee on Printing, which I am sure
will be abrogated in this instance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Arizona? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

The transcript ordered to be printed
in the Recorp and as a Senate document
is as follows:

PROCEEDINGS ON THURSDAY, MarcH 12, 1959,
12:40 P.M., IN THE SENATE RECEPTION RooMm
OF THE UNITED STATES CAPITOL, WASHING-
ToN, D.C., oN THE OCCASION OF THE
UNVEILING OF THE PORTRAITS OF Five Our-
STANDING SENATORS: HENRY CrLAY, oF KEN-
TUCKY; DANIEL WEBSTER, OF MASSACHU-
SETTS; JoHN C. CALHOUN, OF SoOUTH
CaroLINA; RoOBERT M. La FoLLETTE, Sr., OF
WiscoNsIin; ROBERT A. TAFT, oF OHIO
The PRESIDENT pro tempore (Mr.

HAYDEN). Mr. Vice President, my col-
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leagues in the Senate, and distinguished

guests, if the audience will please rise

and come to order, the Reverend Fred-

erick Brown Harris, Chaplain of the

Senate, will deliver the invocation.
INVOCATION

The Reverend Frederick Brown Harris,
Chaplain of the Senate, delivered the fol-
lowing invocation:

Our Father God, in this shrine of each
patriot’s devotion we come this day to
fulfill the ancient admonition, “Let us
now praise famous men, such as did bare
rule, men renowned for their power, giv-
ing counsel by their understanding—
leaders of the people by their wisdom.
rich in their ability, honored in their
generation, and who were the glory of
their times.”

In this high hour, as the likeness of
national leaders who have stamped their
image and supersecription on the life of
the Republic are unveiled for a perpet-
ual remembrance, in this monumental
edifice where their voices were heard,
may we here be dedicated to the national
tasks they left unfinished.

Through these windows of history to
our grateful eyes is unrolled a panorama
of this Nation which under Thee has held
aloft the torch of a liberty which en-
lightens the world.

May these pictured lips speak to the
endless procession of legislators and
visitors within the gates of the Capitol
words of inspiration, of caution, of loy-
alty, of devotion, and of defense to the
death for all that is wrapped up in that
radiant phrase, “the American dream.”

As we emulafe those who are here set
up as a beacon light of a Nation’s faith,
save us from the fear and hate which
are the tyrant’s bitter harvest, and from
the scorn of coming generations should
we be recreant to our trust.

As we—their successors—face the cause
of the Republic in a turbulent day, pre-
serving the goodly heritage they have
bequeathed, may these statesmen of
other days who here stand guard at the
very portals of a Chamber of Governance
be inspiring symbols of that cloud of wit-
nesses, out of heroic yesterdays, by which
we are surrounded in these latter days
of decision and destiny.

We ask it in the name of the Master
of all good workmen. Amen.

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS BY SENATOR HAYDEN

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Un-
fortunately, the hospitalization of Sen-
ator Teomas C. HENNINGS, JR., chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Rules
and Administration, makes it impossible
for him to be with us foday, and he
has asked me to preside in his stead.
Senator HeEnnings has forwarded to me
a brief statement, which I now read:

I regret exceedingly that ill health pre-
vents my attendance at the proceedings
honoring the five outstanding Senators
whose portraits are being unveiled in the
Senate Reception Room today. It was a
high honor for the members of the Senate
Committee on Rules and Administration to
approve the five paintings which will soon be
displayed and to arrange these fitting cere-
monies to memorialize these great states-
men who served their States and their Na-
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tlon with unlique distinction in the U.S.
Senate. Their portraits enshrined here in
our midst will serve as constant reminders
of their loyal stewardship and our rich
heritage,

It is a great privilege for me to pre-
side at these historic ceremonies. We
are gathered to pay homage to five
great Americans whose portraits now
grace the five medallions on the walls
around us.

The names Henry Clay, Daniel Web-
ster, John C. Calhoun, Robert M. La
Follette, Sr., and Robert A. Taft, are
known and revered throughout our Na-
tion and the free world. By dedicated
public service and unstinted patriotism
each of these illustrious former Sen-
ators has, in his turn, made profound
contributions to our democratic way of
life. I shall leave more specific tributes
to the able speakers who follow on the
program.

At this time I should like to identify
some of the distinguished guests in our
audience and ask that they stand and
be welcomed.

First, the three members of the Com-
mission who supervised the accomplish-
ment of the paintings:

David E. Finley, Chairman, Commis=

sion of Fine Arts, as Chairman. [Ap-
plause.]

John Walker, Director, National Gal-
lery of Art. [Applause.l

The remaining member of the Com-
mission, J. George Stewart, Architect
of the Capitol, had planned to be with
us, but is now confined to his home by
illness.

Next, the artists whose works we are
about to view:

Mr. Allyn Cox, who created the like-
ness of Senator Henry Clay. [Ap-
plause.]l

Mr. Adrian Lamb, who created the
likeness of Senator Daniel Webster.
[Applause.]

Mr. Arthur Conrad, who created the
likeness of Senator John C. Calhoun.
[Applause.]

Mr. Chester La Follette, who created
the likeness of Senator Robert M. La
Follette, Sr. [Applause.]

Mr. Deane Keller, the remaining art-
ist, who created the likeness of Senator
Robert A. Taft, sent his deep regrets
that he is unable to join with us today.
He is represented, however, by his sis-
ter, Miss Caroline Keller. [Applause.]

We are also honored in having with
us today:

Miss Henrietta Clay, great-grand-
daughter of Henry Clay. [Applause.]

Mr. John C. Calhoun, great-grandson
of John C. Calhoun. [Applause.]

Mr. Allston D. Calhoun, great-great
nephew of John C. Calhoun. [Ap-
plause.]

Miss Fola La Follette and Miss Mary
La Follette, daughters of Robert M. La
Follette, Sr., and sisters of Senator Rob-
ert M. La Follette, Jr. [Applause.]

Mr. William Howard Taft III, son of
Robert A. Taft. [Applause.]

In addition, we are privileged to have
with us Mr. Holmes Alexander, the au-
thor of the book entitled “The Famous
Five,” whose volume was inspired by the
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Senate action which we today consum-
mate. [Applause.]
ADDRESS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT

Our first speaker is the President of
the Senate, Vice President Nixon, who
has himself served as a Member of the
Senate. He will speak to us on the his-
torical significance of the ocecasion. I
am pleased to present the Vice Presi-
dent of the United States. [Applause.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. Senator
HAYDEN, my colleagues in the Senate, our
distinguished visitors, and guests, this
is one of the proudest days in the his-
tory of the Senate, because we honor
not only five heroic figures who served in
the Senate, but at the same time we
honor the hundreds of others throughout
the years who have borne the proud title
of U.S. Senator.

In speaking of the historic significance
of this occasion, I recognize that those
who will follow me will refer to the lives
of the five men whose portraits are about
to be unveiled. It occurred to me that
it would be appropriate for me to refer
to the Senate itself and the free institu-
tions of which it is one of the most out-
standing symbols.

I do not need to tell this audience that
180 years ago there were grave doubts in
many parts of the world—and even in
our new, young country itself—as to
whether the American experiment in free
government would work. Those doubts
existed not only because of the military
weakness of the Nation at that time,
the diversity of its population, and all
the other manifold problems which
necessarily confronted a country em-
barking upon self-government. They
existed also because it was felt in many
quarters that the form of government
which the people of the United States
had adopted as their own gave to men
too much freedom, and gave to a body,
such as the Senate of the United States,
for example, too much influence in the
Government—too much control of Exec-
utive decisions, particularly in matters of
foreign policy.

We often hear that ours is a govern-
ment of laws rather than of men. Cer-
tainly this is true. But, we also know
that the most perfect law, the most per-
fect constitution, the most perfect rules
of procedure may not be successful in
operation unless there are men who are
adequate to the tasks to which they are
assigned. This is especially true of the
Senate of the United States, because in
the Senate great freedom is provided for
debate and for criticism of the Govern-
ment’'s policies, foreign and domestic.
The very fact that throughout the years
this freedom has prevailed, but, never-
theless, has been used with such restraint
that America in its relations with for-
eign countries has always presented a
united front, is indeed a tribute not only
to the system, not merely to these five
men, but, also to the men and women of
all parties who throughout 180 years
have served in the U.S. Senate.

In speaking of the historic significance
of this occasion, I might add that the
unveiling of the portraits today is the
culmination of a movement which may



3976

have begun 89 years ago. In 1870 a Sen-
ator from the State of Vermont, Sena-
tor Morrill, wrote to the Architect of the
Capitol, suggesting that an artist be com-
missioned to paint some portraits to be
placed in the five areas in which these
portraits will be hung today. No action
was taken. Or should I say that the Sen-
ate acted in its usual, very deliberate
way? [Laughter.]

However, I think we will all agree that
after 89 years the decision which has
been made—a decision of which Senafor
Kennepy will speak—is one in which we
could not find greater agreement. As
visitors from all over the world and
from our own country come into this Re-
ception Room—particularly the school-
children who pass through here by the
thousands in the vacation and summer
periods—and as the Members of the Sen-
ate visit this room, they will see the por-
traits of these great heroie figures who, in
large part, made the history of the Sen-
ate and contributed so much to the his-
tory of the United States. They will be
inspired to render unselfish, dedicated
service to their country and to the cause
of peace and freedom, for which the
Senate and the Government of the
United States so proudly stand.

I am honored, as the President of the
Senate, to participate in this ceremony
and to congratulate the members of the
committee and the Members of the Sen-
ate who had the foresight and the vision
to plan this use of the Reception Room so
that throughout the years it will be pos-
sible for the people of the United States
who come here to be reminded of the
history and, moreover, the great destiny
of our country. [Applause.]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Dur-
ing the 1st session of the 84th Congress
the Senate adopted a resolution which
reads, in part, as follows:

. Whereas the Reception Room in the Capitol

outside the Senate Chamber was originally
designed to contain medallion likenesses of
outstanding Americans; and

Whereas there are at present five unfilled
spaces in the Senate Reception Room for
such medallions; and

Whereas it is in the public interest to
accomplish the original objective of the de-
sign of the Senate Reception Room without
further delay: Therefore be it

Resolved, That there is hereby established
& Special Committee on the Senate Recep-
tion Room, consisting of five Members of the
Senate to be appointed by the President of
the Senate, one of whom shall, at the time
of appointment, be designated as chairman
of the committee * * *,

It shall be the duty of the committee to
select five outstanding persons from among
all persons, but not a living person, who
have served as Members of the Senate since
the formation of the Government of the
United States, whose paintings shall be
placed in the five unfilled spaces in the
Senate reception room.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR KENNEDY

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
first speaker I shall present served as
chairman of the special committee pro-
vided by the resolution I have just read.
He and the other eminent members of
the committee deserve our special grati-
tude for the thoroughness of their study
and the wisdom of their choices.
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Ladies and gentlemen, Senator JoHN

F. Kenneoy, of Massachusetts. [Ap-
plause.]
Senator KENNEDY. Senator Hay-

DEN, Members of the Senate, ladies, and
gentlemen, this historic occasion brings
to mind the warning given to me during
my service as chairman of the committee
selecting these Senators by the distin-
guished historian Samuel Flagg Bemis.
He told me that another large portrait
of Daniel Webster graced the anteroom
of the Secretary of State, as one of the
outstanding occupants of that office—
but that, after Mr. Bemis’ book docu-
mented Webster's laxity in certain
financial matters, the portrait suddenly
and mysteriously disappeared, ap-
parently condemned to a more obscure
spot elsewhere in the department.
[Laughter.]

I hope that no Senator, now or in the
future, will demand that any of these
five portraits be removed. But neither
should Senators be under any illusion
that these are five noncontroversial
choices. We are more familiar with the
controversies which surrounded Taft
and La Follette. But let us also remem-
ber that it was said of Henry Clay that
“he prefers the specious to the solid, and
the plausible to the true. He is a bad
man, an imposter, a creater of wicked
schemes.” Those words were spoken by
John C, Calhoun. [Laughter.]

On the other hand, who was it who
said that Calhoun was a rigid fanatic,
ambitious, selfishly partisan and sec-
tional “turncoat”, with “too much
genius and too little common sense,”
who would either die a traitor or a mad-
man? Henry Clay, of course. [Laugh-
ter.] When Calhoun boasted in debate
that he had been Clay’s political master,
Clay retorted: “Sir, I would not own him
as a slave.” Both Clay and Calhoun
from time to time fought with Webster;
and from the other House, the articulate
John Quincy Adams, with old-fashioned
New England courtesy, viewed with
alarm “the gigantic intellect, the en-
vious temper, the ravenous ambition and
the rotten heart of Daniel Webster.”
[Laughter.]

Nevertheless, recognizing the contro-
versies that surrounded these names,
and recognizing that no group of either
Senators or historians would necessarily
reach the same conclusions, it is a source
of satisfaction to the special committee—
composed of Senator Richard B. Russell,
of Georgia; Senator Styles Bridges of
New Hampshire; Senator Mike Mans-
field, of Montana; former Senator
John Bricker, of Ohio; and myself—that
they were unanimous in their choices.
In order to emphasize the nonpartisan
nature of the committee, I note that none
of the five Senators who have been
chosen for honoring today were mem-
bers of the Democratic Party. And we
took pride in the fact that Clay, Webster,
Calhoun, and La Follette were among
the top five receiving the most endorse-
ments from our panel of 150 scholars;
that the same four names were also
among the top five receiving the most
endorsements from those Senators who
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responded to our inquiry; and that the
late Senator Taft, whose name completes
the five recommended by our committee,
was the first choice of the Senators who
responded and among the first 10 recom-
mended by scholars. [Applause.]

It was the committee’s hope, and the
hope of the authors of the Senate resolu-
tion—Senator Jonnson of Texas and
his colleague, former Senator Know-
land—that the interest evoked by this
project would call attention in these
critical times to the high traditions of
the Senate, and its significant role in
our history, for those traditions are best
exemplified, in our opinion by these five
men:

Henry Clay, of Kentucky, probably
the most gifted parliamentary figure in
the history of the Congress, whose tire-
less devotion to the Union demon-
strated that intelligent compromise re-
quired both courage and conviction.

Daniel Webster, of Massachusetts, the
eloquent and articulate champion of
“Liberty and Union, now and forever,
one and inseparable.”

John C. Calhoun, of South Carolina,
the intellectual leader and logician of
those defending the rights of a political
minority against the dangers of an un-
checked majority.

Robert M. La Follette, Sr., of Wiscon-
sin, a ceaseless battler for the under-
privileged in an age of special privilege,
a courageous independent in an era of
conformity, who fought memorably
against tremendous odds and stifling in-
ertia for the social and economic re-
forms which ultimately proved essential
{.0 American progress in the 20th cen-

ury.

And, finally, Robert A. Taft, of Ohio,
the conscience of the conservative
movement and its most constructive
leader, whose high integrity transcended
partisanship, and whose analytical mind
candidly and courageously put principle
above ambition.

These are the five men whom the
Senate honors today. This Nation, I
know, will honor for all time fo come
these men and all those who seek to fol-
low in their hard path. [Applause.]

ADDRESS BY BENATOR JOHNSON OF TEXAS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
love of country and the parliamentary
skill of our next speaker indeed echo the
greatness of the men whose lives we to-
day commemorate. It is especially fit-
ting, therefore, that the Presiding Offi-
cer now recognize the distinguished ma-
jority leader of the Senate, the Honor-
able Lynpon B. JoEnsonN. [Applause.]

Senator JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Vice President, Mr. President pro tem-
pore, Senator KEeNNEDY, distinguished
guests: I felt very much indebted to this
outstanding committee of Members of
the Senate, at the time when the selec-
tions of the Senators to be honored were
made, for their diligence and their judg-
ment in connection with this under-
taking.

This project is very close to my heart,
At a certain moment, some 3 years ago,
my heart was a very especial subject of
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interest to me. [Laughter.] For 2
months following the period of July 2,
I had few communications; but the
President of the United States and the
distinguished Vice President indicated
some interest and concern in me, and
came to see me.

During my stay at the naval hospital,
at one time, when I was at a low point,
an interesting development occurred, A
tailor had measured me for some new
suits the day before I had my heart at-
tack. Following the attack, he tele-
phoned to inquire whether I still wanted
the two suits I had ordered. [Laughter.]
My doctor told me that the first time
he was really sure that I was going to
live was when I told Lady Bird to tell the
tailor that of course I would want them,
and that I would need the blue one, what-
ever happened. [Laughter.]

The next day or so, two great Ameri-
cans came into my room—Earle Clem-
ents, the acting majority leader, and
Bill Knowland, of California, the great
minority leader. I reviewed with them
what had transpired in connection with
this room, and expressed the hope that
someday the leaders would have their
offices near the Senate Chamber, and
that we would proceed to carry out the
original plans.

They returned to the Capitol that aft-
ernoon from the hospital and presented
the resolution which has been read in
my name. I was designated the chair-
man—only to find that I was unable to
carry out that responsibility. So I sug-
gested as chairman the very able and
gifted Senator who has just made such
an excellent presentation—Senator JACK
KENNEDY,

For all those who have served in the
Senate—or who do serve now—this is, I
am sure, a very moving and deeply per-
sonal moment.

We meet to pay honor to five great
men., Five of our best Senators have
made the choices. Yet in a real sense
we have met here to honor the institu-
tion of the Senate which all of us love
so much, for what it is, and for what it
has always been in our system: the test-
ing place for the character of the living
generations of Americans.

The names of those whose portraits
hang on these walls—Clay, Calhoun,
Webster, La Follette, Taft—are names
which history already honors greatly.
Our recognition here can add little fo
the stature and esteem already so se-
curely theirs. Yet by this action we re-
mind ourselves—and perhaps remind the
entire Nation—of some of the most im-
portant enduring values.

History has not had to seek out‘these
men, to give to them their due. They
were honored men in their own times,
even though frequently they were criti-
cized.

Their contemporaries, as well as their
heirs and successors, recognized and
acknowledged in each of them an au-
thentic greatness. I know that each
Member of the Senate present today
who has had the privilege of serving
with Bob Taft as a Senator or under
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him as a leader will confirm that state-
ment.

This, we realize, is rare. Yet when we
consider the place these men hold in
history, the rarity of it is explained.

Clay, Calhoun, Webster, La Follette,
and Taft are—for Americans—synonyms
for character.

The works of these men are—in the
main—obscured by the passing of time.
By our values of today, not all their
works would always meet with our ap-
proval or agreement. Nor would their
methods always be acclaimed now, just
as they were not by contemporaries.

But the greatness that emerges from
each of them and towers high is the
greatness of character.

In a forum where character is tested—
not only the character of the men but
of the t{imes and the people they serve—
these five Americans met and passed
every exacting test.

Significantly, I feel, it can be said that
they did so for still another trait each
displayed in common: they were all,
individually, masters of this institution
of freedom, the Senate of the United
States.

Among them were men who aspired,
at times, for other roles. Most of them,
in fact, found less than complete ful-
fillment of their aims and of their con-
victions. Yet each of them when en-
trusted with the responsibilities of
duties here in the Senate served, above
all, as a good and great U.S, Senator—
as one who understood the Senate itself,
and who saw to it that the Senate served
the demands of the period,

The strength of democracy is the
strength of its enduring institutions—
and the strength of those institutions
is the strength of men, such as these
men, who willed the whole of their abili-
ties to the cause to which they were
dedicated.

It is for this dedication that these men
have won the place they hold in the
Nation. It is this special quality which
the five able outstanding Members of
the Senate who served on the committee
which made the selections, have chosen
now to honor—in memory to the Sena-
tors chosen, and in reminder to our-
selves and to those who come after us.

I should like to conclude by expressing
a word of gratitude, not merely for the
great service these honored men ren-
dered a great institution and a great
Nation, but for the service the commit-
tee rendered in making their selections,
and which have been contributed to a
great deal by that outstanding author of
the “Famous Five,” Holmes Alexander.
Long may the memories of the services
of these towering giants of the Senate
endure. [Applause.]

ADDRESS BY SENATOR DIRKSEN

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is
significant that the men we salute today
were first of all patriots, and then parti-
sans. It is in that spirit that I now
call upon a Senator who enjoys the re-
spect of all his colleagues, the distin-
guished minority leader, the Honorable
EvererT M. DRrsSEN of Illicois. [Ap-
plause.]
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Senator DIRKSEN. Mr. Vice Presi-
dent, Mr, President pro tempore, my col-
leagues in the Senate, and my fellow
Americans: Last week I took occasion on
the Senate floor to refer to the 170th
anniversary of the meeting of the First
Congress. Under the Constitution, it
was to meet on the 4th of March 1789,
in New York City. Actually, it did not
get under way until the 6th of April
1789, for the first day only eight Sen-
ators, not a quorum, appeared.

As I recall, another 32 days elapsed
before the electoral vote was counted
and before John Adams was properly
ensconced as Vice President, and before
John Langdon, of New Hampshire, was
chosen as President pro tempore of the
Senate, and this great deliberative body
of the Republic under the Constitution
got under way.

That was 170 years ago. A long time
has elapsed since the first Senate met.
In fact, 86 Congresses and 86 Senates
have virtually come and gone. It is an
amazing record of this free country,
probably not to be boasted by any other
country on the face of the earth, that in
all that time there has been an uninter-
rupted legislative process in this free
land, in peacetime and in wartime.

As the Nation and the population
grew and the Original Thirteen States
with 26 Senators increased in number,
obviously the Senate likewise increased
until now there sit in the Chamber
nearby 98 Senators from 49 States, and
there is an imminent possibility that
before too long the number will be in-
creased and there will be 100 Senators
from 50 States. Since the First Con-
gress, if my recollection is correct, 1,331
men and women have served in the U.S.
Senate.

What an amazing and moving pageant
this Republic is. The Senate is a verita-
ble cross section of the country, because
within its membership it has numbered
admirals and generals, farmers and
ranchers, teachers, labor leaders, philos=
ophers, businessmen, industrialists, and
those who represented various points of
view in the economic and the political
and the social structure of the great
Republie.

Who was outstanding, among all these
1,300, since the first Congress 170 years
ago last week?

In the first Senate were celebrated
men—Oliver Ellsworth, who later be-
came Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court; Rufus King of New York; Rob-
ert Morris of Pennsylvania; Richard
Henry Lee and James Monroe of Vir-
ginia, the latter later to become President
of the United States. In every Senate
there have been distinguished Senators,
ja-gld? who among them were outstand-

g

That was the criterion for selection.
It was not who was most eloquent. It
was not who was most resourceful. It
was not who was most skillful. It was
not who was the best parliamentarian.
The question was who was outstanding
when measured in terms of influence
and impact upon the time in which he
lived and moved and had his being.
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It was not an easy task to make a
selection from that great host which
had been marching down the corridors
of time as Members of the U.S. Senate.

I tried to find common attributes in
those who were selected. Such attri-
butes exist; and three of them appeal
to me greatly.

The first attribute is that all of the
five were crusaders. One can be a cru-
sader for the right or one can be a
crusader for the wrong; but what a great
thing it is to be a crusader. The defi-
nition of a crusader is one of the most
pointed and revealing descriptions in
the Book of Revelations that one can
ever encounter. If I can reconstruct it,
it goes like this:

I know thy works that thou are neither
gol:l nor hot: I would thou wert cold or

ot.

So then because thou art Iukewarm, and
neither cold nor hot, I will spue thee out
of my mouth.

That is a test of the crusader.

As I was coming to the Senate one day
last year, we were not driving so fast
that I could not spell out the announce-
ment on a church bulletin board, I
think on Wisconsin Avenue. As I recall
the announcement went like this:

Ye shall seek me and find me, if ye
shall search for me with all your hearts.

That is the measure of a crusader, a
wholehearted endeavor. The five men
we are honoring were crusaders in their
time and generations.

Secondly, I find the common attri-
bute that they were dedicated men, ded-
icated to cause and to convictions. No
matter what the history books may say,
when it is undertaken to pick out one
facet of their lives it will be found they
were dedicated men.

It took dedication on the part of
Daniel Webster to support the Clay com-
promise, because the protests and the
excoriation which he had to endure were
terrible things to a politician. But he
supported that compromise.

It took dedication on the part of John
C. Calhoun, passionate as he was in his
devotion to the Southland, to resist all
efforts at disunion and to undertake to
dissuade some of his friends and fellow
citizens against the course which they
had charted for themselves.

And it took dedication for Henry Clay
to embrace compromise, because of his
devotion to liberty and to the Union.
That required dedication.

We must measure these attributes al-
ways against the backdrop of these Sen-
ators’ own generations. It took dedica-
tion on the part of Robert Marion La
Follette to lash out against the evils of
his time, and, oh, how intrepid he was in
doing it.

There was dedication on the part of
that man in our own generation, the only
one of the five in our generation, Bob
Taft, to whom it was my privilege to
refer 7 years ago, before a highly clam-
orous and demonstrative and noisy
crowd in Chieago, as “Mr. Integrity and
Mr. American.” What integrity and
dedication it took to stand up against the
group cleavages of our own time which
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menaced and threatened the dignity of
the individual and the continuity of the
pattern of living.

All these Senators were crusaders.
All of them were dedicated spirits.
Finally, they had the common attribute
of moral courage.

Sometime, if I am ever permitted to do
s0, I shall go to Hollywood and endeavor
to direct a motion picture of the life of
Joshua, if somebody does not do it before
me, because I have a picture in my mind
of a great, eloquent patriot standing
out all alone, who hears a stentorian
voice above him, as it comes out of the
vaulted space of the heavens. He is
listening and hears the command which
says, “Have not I commanded thee? Be
strong and of a good courage.”

That is all it took—strength and cour-
age. When we measure the lives of
these Senators against all difficulties,
against the challenges and causes of the
times, we can say they were men strong
and of good moral courage.

The attributes I have enumerated are
those which in my judgment made these
men outstanding and worthy of the
feeble tribute which we offer today. They
were impressive. They were influential.
We hail them as our predecessors, as we
move in that same continuous stream of
the U.S. Senate. They were great men,
dedicated to the cause, and because of
the legacy they left and the rich in-
heritance which is ours this is still a free
land and we have a free Senate.
[Applause.]

UNVEILING OF THE PORTRAITS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. We
have now reached the high point of the
program. In behalf of the Senate Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, I
hereby direct that the portraits of the
five outstanding Senators be unveiled.

The first portrait to be unveiled, at the
front of the room, is the likeness of Sen-
ator Henry Clay, of Kentucky, who
served several terms in the Senate be-
tween 1806 and 1852.

(The portrait of Senator Henry Clay
was unveiled, amid great applause.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Next,
to my near left, is the likeness of Senator
Daniel Webster, of Massachusetts, who
served in the Senate from 1827 to 1850,
with the exception of one slight interval.

(The portrait of Senator Daniel Web-
ster was unveiled, amid great applause.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Now,
to my near right, is the likeness of Sen-
ator John C. Calhoun, of South Carolina,
who served in the Senate from 1832 to
1850, with the exception of one slight
interval.

(The portrait of Senator John C. Cal-
houn was unveiled, amid great applause.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Now,
to my far left, is the likeness of Senator
Robert M. La Follette, Sr., of Wisconsin,
1&31205 served in the Senate from 1905 to

(The portrait of Senator Robert M.
La Follette, Sr., was unveiled, amid great
applause.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fi-
nally, to my far right, is the likeness of
Senator Robert A. Taft, of Ohio, who
served in the Senate from 1939 fo 1953.
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(The portrait of Senator Robert A.
Taft was unveiled, amid great applause.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
ceremonies are now concluded.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2260) to
extend until July 1, 1963, the induction
provisions of the Universal Military
Training and Service Act; the provisions
of the act of August 3, 1950, suspending
personnel strengths of the Armed
Forces; and the Dependents Assistance
Act of 1950.

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
TAXES

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Department of Labor has announced
that during the month of February 6.1
percent of our labor force was unem-
ployed. A total of 4,749,000 persons
were unable to find work. This illus-
trates again, if additional illustration is
necessary, the urgent need for adequate
unemployment insurance.

Our present system is inadequate for
either a subsistence standard of living or
as a cushion against the debilitating ef-
fects of a prolonged recession. Regard-
less of what the future brings in the way
of an easing or a worsening of our eco-
nomic condition, we are confronted with
the established fact of a defective insur-
ance system.

There is no disagreement over this
fact. It has often been pointed out by
the President in budget messages and
economic reports as far back as 1954.
Our present unemployment insurance
system has been criticized by independ-
ent research groups such as the Rocke-
feller Brothers report of April 1958 and
the University of Michigan study of Feb-
ruary 1959, by Governors of several
States, and by the former Chairman of
the President’s Council of Economic Ad-
visers, Mr. Arthur Burns, who is now
president of the National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research. Recently, in a still to
be released report, the Federal Advisory
Council on Employment Security called
for revision of the unemployment insur-
ance law.

No temporary palliative can cure the
basic defects in the unemployment in-
surance system. It can only perpetuate
those defects and result in abandonment
of the insurance principle. The propos-
als thus far advanced by the administra-
tion ignore the shockingly low benefits
which are paid in some States and the
many people who cannot take advantage
of the unemployment insurance program
today.

What is needed is not a kind of patch-
work job which ignores the dangerous
flaws in the system’s basic structure but
a thorough modernization program.

This is not a matter which can be
deferred, delayed, or postponed. It has
been suggested that another temporary
extension of the law might relieve the
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current crisis. However, this would be of
no help whatsoever to more than 2
million workers now unemployed who are
not receiving any benefits at all. It
would be of little benefit even to those
who might gain some additional exten-
sion of their compensation. Even with
the law temporarily extending benefits,
which was enacted last year, exhaus-
tions are averaging approximately 200,-
000 per month. When that law expires
an additional 300,000 to 400,000 jobless
workers will suddenly be deprived of
their entire income.

It has also been suggested that we
wait for the State legislatures to meet
and work out a solution. We have been
waiting for this for at least 6 years.
There is no reason to believe that the
individual States are any more likely or
any better able to enact a more adequate
program without the support of Federal
minimum standards than they have in
the past.

Unemployment is a nationwide prob-
lem. Its effects are felt in every corner
of the Nation. The problem can only
be solved by the Congress. This is what
the draftsmen of the original legisla-
tion—the President’s Committee on Eco-
nomic Security—originally intended, and
this is in accordance with the theory of
the law.

There is a natural tendency among
the various States to compete among
themselves for industry, and many hold
out as inducement low unemployment
insurance taxes. The only way to cure
this unhealthy competition is by a Fed-
eral law establishing minimum standards
based upon the needs of economy rather
than by competitive advantage which
might be gained by low benefit payments.

A permanent standards bill which I
have introduced with the junior Senator
from Minnesota, the senior Senator from
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New Jersey, and 32 other Senators, and
which Congressmen MacHrROWICZ and
EarsTEN and 127 other Congressmen
have introduced in the other body, modi-
fies the present law in three basic re-
spects.

First, it establishes a uniform weekly
benefit equal to 50 percent of the work-
er's income or two-thirds of the average
wage in the State, whichever is lower.
Today the average production worker
receives $88 per week. But his average
benefit when he becomes unemployed is
$30 per week. In some States the aver-
age benefit is as low as $21 per week—
and the most he can get is $26 per week.
This is exactly one-half the amount re-
cent studies have shown are necessary to
a subsistence standard of living in a
metropolitan area. I ask unanimous
consent that there be included at this
point in the Recorp a table showing
benefit payment activities under State
programs and the program of unemploy-
ment compensation for Federal em-
ployees for December 1958.

Secondly, under our bill every worker
would be able to draw benefits for a uni-
form period of 39 weeks, instead of being
cut off at the end of 6, 8, or 10 weeks, as
he is now in some States. Any period of
recession has a double effect. It both
increases the number of unemployed and
lengthens the duration of the unemploy-
ment. The University of Michigan study
of the month of October 1958 showed
that 42 percent of the unemployed did
not find jobs within a 26-week period.
Obviously, an insurance program which
provides benefits for less than 26 weeks
does not take care of the needs of this 42
percent. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that there be included at
this point in the Recorp a table showing
the unemployment insurance statutory
provisions dealing with minimum and
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maximum weeks of benefits for total un-
employment in September 1958.

Finally, our bill broadens the coverage
to include the millions now deprived of
its benefits simply because they have less
than three coworkers. There is no
ground either in logic or in reason for
making this distinction between mem-
bers of our labor force. Itis time we cor-
rected this oversight in the law. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
there be included at this point in my
remarks a table showing the size-of-firm
restrictions of State unemployment in-
surance laws and their effect on cover-
age and exclusion of workers.

As I have said there is little disagree-
ment over the necessity for adopting
these minimum standards. The only
differences of opinion have been over
whether we should establish them as part
of our basic law or leave it to each State
to adopt. The history of the past few
years has conclusively demonstrated the
fallacy of waiting for individual State
action.

The time is critical and the solution is
clear. I hope the Congress will take im-
mediate action.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
table showing benefit payment activities
under State programs and the program
of unemployment compensation for
Federal employees, December 1958; a
table showing size-of-firm restrictions of
State unemployment insurance laws and
their effect on coverage and exclusion of
workers; and a table entitled “Unem-
ployment Insurance Statutory Provi-
sions: Minimum and Maximum Weeks
of Benefits for Total Unemployment,
September 1958."”

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Benefit payment aclivilies under State programs and the program of unemployment compensation for Federal employees, December 1958

Weeks compensated Beneficlaries Benefits
Total unemployment | Partial unemployment ! Percentage Percentage | Final pa?
Reglon and State All types Average change change
of unem- weekly from Amount ? m
ployment Average Percent of | number | November November
Number weekly Number | all unem- 1958 1058
payments ployment
Total, 53 States. 7,997,260 | 7,338 848 $30. 41 658, 412 8.2 | 1,738,535 +17.1 | $234, 683, 440 +34.5 213, 056
Region I

C ticut. 154, 760 147, 561 35.20 7,109 47 33, 643 +45.9 5,326, 032 21.6 4,184

Maine 68, 947 63, 414 21. 61 5, 533 8.0 14, 688 50. 7 1, 440, 843 72.5 1,289

M husetts 200,213 243,842 31. 35 55,371 18.5 65, 046 26,7 8, 478,019 .7 7,872

New Hampshire 25, 973 23, 428 23.79 2, 545 9.8 5, 646 19. 5 587, 724 1.2 559

Rhode Island.... 59,175 82,725 31.06 6, 450 10.9 12, 864 290. 8 1,749, 083 124. 1 2,024

% lb’anlr}ont i 13, 938 12,945 24.02 993 Tl 3,080 16. 6 326, 259 7.2 312

egion IT:

New Jersey. 468, 116 411, 630 82.32 56, 436 12.1 101, 764 -36. 5 14, 648, 560 -456.3 11,439

New York 1,186,620 | 1,046,713 84,62 139, 016 11.8 257, 963 21.2 38, 644, 401 .9 23,371

Puerto Rico. 1,185 1,177 25.25 8 ot 258 +6.2 20, 832 23.5 49

Virgin Islands 24 24 10.71 0 0 13 (0} 473 <+16.5 0
Region TT1:

Delaware_....... 21, 560 19, 662 32.38 1,808 88 4, 687 .1 674, 023 :I:E‘.B 663

District of Columbia. .« oo eeeecaaaanaas 26, 242 25, 655 26. i3 587 2.2 5, 705 -+10.0 695, 163 26,5 843

Muoryland..._._. 160, 963 151, 162 30.27 9, 801 6.1 34,992 +21.5 4, 766, 237 -+38.8 3,876

North Carolina 150, 059 h 20.00 10, 117 6.7 32, 622 +15.2 2, 956, 764 +29.5 3,310

Pennsylvania. 1,009, 110 028, 834 20.43 80, 276 8.0 219, 372 13.7 28, 592, 364 im. 7 22, 668

Virginia. ...... 65, 220 62, 258 23.01 2,062 4.5 14,178 23.2 1, 519, 493 39,2 2, 567

‘West Virginia. 110, 706 108, 208 23.01 7,400 6.7 24,067 15.4 2, 483, 990 -+30.1 3,575

1 Includes beneficlaries with part-time jobs and those working at reduced hours.
Montana has no provisions for other than total unemployment.
t Unadjusted for volded benefit checks and translers under interstate combined-
loyment compensation for Federal emgloyees
tly to supplement benefits under ot
percent of the amount shown.
al payment Is th%}mment for the last week of compensable unem:
tes the exhaustion of benefit rights by
that benefit year. Because of the time lapse between the actual week in which the

t,‘plam Excludes amount of unem)
bena d to ts who file jo!
é;mtloamy this represents less than 0.1

ma benefit year, and in

total
but received their final pa

er pro-

yment
a c]afmant for

u.nsmpmc]yment occurs and the date on which final payment is made, the monthl
des some claimants who exhausted their rights in the preeedin mont;

t in the reported month, and excludes some claimants

paymen
who exhausted their rights in the reported month but will not receive the
payment until the succeeding month. Workers who exhaust their
entitled to additional benefits when the following benefit
of exhanstions is not indicative of the pumber who are still unem ploysd as some will
have obtained employment and others may have withdrawn from labor force,
+ Not computed when number or amount is less than 50 in either month.

begins.
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Benefit payment activities under State programs and the program of unemployment compensation for Federal employees, Decem-

ber 1958—Continued
Weeks compensated Beneficlarlos Benefits
Total unemployment | Partial unemployment Percentage Percentage | Final pay-
Region and State All types Average change change mernt.'s,r
of unem- weekly from Amount from
ployment Average Percent of | number | November November
Number weekly Number | all unem- 1958 1958
payments ployment
Region IV:
Alabama_ 113, 245 100, 103 22.98 4,142 3.7 24, 618 +12.5 2, 571, 021 +29.2 4, 646
Florida. 70, 230 66, 392 24. 55 3,838 5.5 15, 267 —21.3 1, 689, —-T7.2 3, 531
Gcomia. 112, 653 104, 585 23.67 8,008 7.3 , 406 11. 9 2, 687, 498 +29.2 4,177
Cpo 43, 568 39, 911 22.06 3, 657 8.4 9,471 34.8 , 008 55. 6 1,016
Bouth arolina. 49, 636 45, 697 22.09 3, 030 7.9 10, +7.8 1, 069, 047 23.9 1,739
Begi:!nv el 146, 166 134, 350 21.79 11, 816 81 81, 775 +14. 4 3, 092, 656 =+30.8 4, 870
anﬁl;lcky 98, 752 91, 028 27.24 7,724 7.8 21 =+10.0 2, 505, 467 +26. 6 3,108
M 374, 584 361, 169 36.21 13, 415 3.6 81, 431 —24.9 12, 960, 026 —14.5 18, 671
Ohl%__[ 306, 728 374, 601 32.04 22,127 B.6 86, 245 +18.9 12, 348, 623 +4-37.9 10, 653
ois. , L b 4 . 1,
1linoi: 381, 475 329 30.15 33,148 8.7 82, 929 +8.0 11, 163, 622 +25.7 297
ndiana 141, 243 128, 587 29,20 12, 706 9.0 30, 705 +4.0 3, 963, 739 +20.7 6, 661
Minnesota _ 134, 201 128, 500 290,27 5, 692 4.2 29, 104 56. 0 3,862, T4 +83.6 3, 002
R g;ﬁ:is%nﬁs'n 124, 667 112, 060 34. 50 12, 607 10.1 27,102 16. 1 4, 226, 334 +33.2 46,173
(L] n
(1) T y + . h iL
T 29, 621 27,162 25.39 2,450 8.3 6, 439 44,8 723, 998 +73.6 1, 08
Kansas. 45, 800 43, 608 20.156 2,202 4.8 9, 978 26. 1 1, 320, 270 iﬁ. 3 1, 516
Missouri. 123, 201 102, 792 20.57 20, 499 16.6 26, 802 -+6.8 086, 67T 25.7 2,045
Nebraska. 21,3290 20,273 27.85 1, 066 5.0 4, 637 +62.1 578,333 +04.6 662
North Dakota 13, 839 12, 681 27.63 1,158 8.4 3, 008 1383 3 372,672 -+505. 8 367
Bﬁu%ﬂ}"""" 6, 696 6, 216 26.13 480 7.3 1, 456 167. 6 169, 098 +227.8 251
Arkansas 47, 348 43,180 20, 61 4,168 8.8 10, 293 -_tli). 5 945, 677 ib& 4 1,728
Lonis - 97, 07 90, 459 30. 66 5 T.4 21,241 16.0 2,912, 870 30.8 1, 986
Oklah: 51, 8756 47, 970 25. 82 3, 7.5 11,277 —2.3 1, 269, 816 +12.1 1,613
Reg'lrex'gi 214, 842 24.20 11,0156 6.1 46, 706 +10. 6 5, 128, 380 -+26.8 s
0
Colorado 32,813 30, 699 81. 56 2,114 6.4 7,133 4-85.7 1,010, 501 +-55.2 788
Montana a8, T34 T34 27.44 0 0 8, 420 1-.05. 9 1, 060, 515 04,6 1,102
New Mozl 15,971 15, 050 25.72 921 5.8 8,472 29.0 402, 240 9.3 308
Utah. . 22,114 20,476 31. 53 1, 638 7.4 4, 807 44, 5 676, 477 70. 6 521
Wyoxming._. 8, 674 , 82 35.77 853 9.8 1, 886 81.0 304, 401 -+118.3 225
n X:
Arizona_-__ 24, 618 23, 590 20. 64 1,028 4.2 5, 852 +6.2 722,328 +22.9
775,743 782,204 33.08 43, 539 5.6 168, 640 :I:B‘?. 7 25,007, 661 Iﬂ. 1 16, 414
Hawail 14,353 12,481 27.70 1,872 13.0 8,120 24. 4 371,919 50. 2 1
i Ne‘;\[t}n g 21, 456 079 37.78 1,377 6.4 064 +48.2 39 +72.6
Alaska. 24, 781 23, 809 36. 04 882 3.6 :tB& 2 881, 843 +80. 4 323
Idabo 24, 785 , 553 34.45 1,182 4.8 5, 377 88.7 842, 502 +125.8 202
Oregon 116, 106 108, 521 33. 55 £ 6.5 y 240 -+56. 1 3, 820, 939 Iﬂ. 2 1,449
‘Washington 215 626 204, 802 20,71 10,824 6.0 46, 876 +31.8 6, 206, 52.8 1. 925
# Represents data on a per employer basis and is not strictly comparable,
TaBLE 1.—Size-of-firm resirictions of Stale unemployment tnsurance laws and their effect on coverage and exclusion of workers
Nux:!leimer otllvlrggezs. lIl':lermm: Nanix\{her gt{ ngm. Percent
arc crease ar increase
Statutory minimum nom- (in thousands) in cover- Btatutory minimum num- (in thousands) in cover-
State ber of workers and period age with State ber of workers and period age with
for employer coverage ! 2 r?t?nvn} for employer coverage ! = rlgmh%vn}
X- of size-of- x- | of size-of-
overe clu m re- lovered 3| clude Te-
(8] d ¥ cluded * | fir (o] ed 3| cluded ? | firm
striction striction
Total, 51 States___--- 30,080.9 | 1,898.1 5 || Missouri 4 in 20 weeks 940, 9 79.7
Total, 34 States ¢ 28,167.5 | 1,808.1 7 || Mont 1 in 20 weeks 105. 8 0] ®
lab: 4 in 20 weeks. 51 38.3 T || Nebraska. eeeecnnnnaa| 410 20 weekS. oo eeerccanane 202.0 30.8 15
laska 1 at any time 21.9 0 0 || Nevada_____..... S m &uamﬂy S L 62.7 0] 0]
Arizona. 31in 20 weeks 100. 5 10. 4 5 || New Hampshire weeks 187.7 12.0 9
rk: 10 10 days. o cocoae 241.4 (l; 0} New Jersey 1,512.2 1118 7
California. .. oeeeem--| $100 quarterlyo---c-eeeoeeeo- 3,521, 4 (4 ) New Mexico 3460 quartcr]y ==, | 136. 5 (0] )
Col 1 4 in 20 weeks = 201.8 32.4 1 2at any time._. 4, 865, 4 1150.0 3
Ci icut 31in 13 weeks 740.6 27.3 4 4 in 20 weeks_. 820.4 58.6 7
Delaware. . oc—cocacaa- 1in 20 weeks. o ool 122.9 0] ) North Dakom......---- ..... 4 S RO L 55.9 1.3 20
District of Columbia..| 1at any time. .o ecaanena- 221.2 0 0 || Ohio. 3 at any time 2,510.4 86, 3
Florida_... 4 in 20 weeks. 700.9 82,2 10 || Oklah 4 in 20 weeks 43.3 12
Georgia. do... T06. 7 50.8 7 || Oregon.__.... i b A [ WHOKS T, e et 331.0 8.6 3
Hawaii 1 at any time, 107.8 0 0 || Pennsylvania 1 at any time 3,108.6 0 0
JAFHO - » e vt n=- | $150 qUArtarly & e e hE- 96. 6 ()] ® Rhode Island _ do 20.7 0 0
Illinois. 4 in 20 weeks 2, 663. 0 183. 6 7 south Carolina 4 in 20 weeks 392.7 20.9 8
Indiana ao....- 1, 090. 6 74.8 7 south Dakota do 62.3 14.1 23
Ty N A e 111 | e S M | SRy 48 412. 4 50.7 14 ‘a1 616. 4 49.1 8
Kontacky o B5g| s % Maal o el
(1] 3 .
Louisiana L do. 555. 8 4.9 8 60. 4 7.5 1
L F T e et T SR | o 0 e M T 182.8 187 10 || Virginia do 65625 51.6 8
aryland._. 1 at any time 678.1 0 0 || Washington 1 at any time 57L.8 0 0
1 ts 1in 13 weeks 1,483.7 ® 0] West Virginia 4 in 20 weeks. 370.0 28.4 8
ehi —e-| 410 20 WeekS. e eeaaen 1,904.3 121.1 6 || Wi i Q0 §26.0 75.1 9
in ta do . 630. 6 28.3 4 || Wyoming. .cceecaaea--| $500 yoarly ..o eoceaccaaaaes 53.6 ) (0]
M D do. 236.9 24.2 10

1 Includes provisions in effect dur! 195? amd still in effect as of Apr. 30, 1058; on the amount of payroll or the number of weeks of employment required for em-

aihrnstlve requirements for coverage of ers not given. ploH coverage
Da regeaant covered employment mr srch 1957 under the Btate size-of-firm M&w quament.
ta emplom's of 1 or more In 20 weeks are covered in 22 eommunities of
' Number orwurkm excluded are estimates based on un; l!shed Burean of Old- 10 tm or more; elsewhere in the State only employers of 4 or more in 20 weeks are
Age and Survivor's Insurance data for March 1956 except the number for New

York was estimated by the State employment security agency, 'Eml musthawzwormmﬁweeksmnquarterandalsohawanannual
4 Data include only the States with size-of-firm limitations on the number of workers payroll ol 3

employed; no data are available on the number of workers excluded by limitations
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Caarr 1b.—Unemployment insurance statu-
tory provisions: Minimum and marimum
weeks of benefits for total unemployment,
September 1958

Etata Maxi-

weeks [ mom
30.0 30.0
12.0 28.0
10.0 2.5
26.0 26.0
26.0 26.0
26.0 26.0
26.0 26.0
26.0 36.0
26.0 26.0
18.0 26.0
15.0-26.0 26.0
15 0 26.0
15.0 26.0
150 26,0
13.0 26.0
12.3-15.5 26.0
12.0 26.0
120 26.0
W i 12.0 26.0
District of Columbia 7__. 1.5 2.0
Missonri 11.1-12.5 26.0
Del el 1L0 26.0
Illinois 3. 10-23.0 28.0
10-12.0 26.0
10,0 26.0
10.0 26.0
10.0 2.0
10.0 25, 0
9.5 26.0
9.2-12.0 26. 0
7.9-10.4 26.0
7.1-17.0 26.0
6.7 28.0
24.0 4.0
12.0 24.0
7.2-16.1 2.0
6.7 .0
22.0 22.0
T 2.0 22,0
Bouth Carolng. .o ooene oo 10.0 2.0
o T R i 5 VA 20.0 20.0
Hawalf 20.0 20.0
North Dakota. 20.0 20.0
SR T e e e S 1.7 20.0
vebraska 8.5-18.5 20.0
= 7-4-13.4 20.0
Bouth Dakota.. 5.7-13.3 20.0
Indians 2 56-6.2 20.0
Arkansas? . 10.0 18.0
el S T S R e 8.0 18.0
Florida. 5.0 16.0

§

represents

shortest possible duration; the upper represents duration
at the minimrm weekly benefit amount where the
combination of qualifying wages and the duration frac-
tion yields a longer duration than the minimum. The
Jower only is charted.

2 Ad weeks of benefits provided by participa-
tion in Federal temporary unemployment compensa-

tion program.

1o Additional weeks of benefits provided under State
mporary unemployment
"g‘wugkso{bmeﬁtxmrdﬂmmmwhmomthm

§1,000 per year in eovered employment in State and no

beneflt clal 5 ti (Colarado); 22

wages equal to 4

times lower limit of high-quarter wage htankete(?hugh).

¥ Minimom weeks under 2 alternative qualifying wage
requirements.

COMMUNICATION ACTIVITIES AT
THE IX PLENARY ASSEMBLY OF
THE INTERNATIONAL RADIO CON-
SULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Chair
lay before the Senate the unfinished
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, which is Senate Joint
Resolution 47.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 47) pro-
viding that certain communication ae-
tivities at the IX Plenary Assembly of the
International Radio Consultative Com-
mittee to be held in the United States in
1959 shall not be construed to be pro-
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hibited by the Communications Act of
1934 or any other law.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
joint resolution has the approval of the
distinguished minority leader and the
distinguished majority leader. I ask
unanimous consent that a statement
taken from the report of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce be
incorporated in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the commitiee report (Rept. No.
81) was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

FURPOSE

The purpose of Senate Joint Resolution
47 is to (a) permit U.S. common carriers to
render free communication services to offi-
cial participants at the Ninth Plenary As-
sembly of the International Radio Consulta-
tive Committee (CCIR); and (b) to permit
qualified official participants in the Assem-
bly to operate an amateur radio station
licensed by the FCC to be located at the
conference, subject to rules and regulations
to be issued by the FCC.

GENERAL STATEMENT

The Ninth Plenary Assembly of the Inter-
national Radio Consultative Committee
(CCIR) is a major international conference
scheduled to meet in Los Angeles, Calif.,
from April 1 to April 30, 1959, for the pur-
pose of discussing a whole range of technical
problems involving radioc. The International
Radio Consultative Committee is & perma-
nent organ of the International Telecom-
munications Union which is composed of
representatives of almost all of the nations
of the world.

It has been called to the attention of your
committee that it is customary for the host
government fo extend the courtesies of free
communication services to the official par-
ticipants whenever such conferences are
held within the struecture of the Interna-
tional Telecommunications Union. Under
existing law and varlous rules and regula-
tions promulgated by the Federal Com-
munications Commmission, such services are
prohibited.

In 1947, the Congress adopted a resolution
similar to Senate Joint Resolution 47, which
gave franking privileges to members of the
national delegation who attended the At-
lantie City Radio and Plenipo Con-
ference held in Atlantic City, N.J., during
the period of the conference. This resclu-
tion would provide a temporary waiver of
the restrictive provisions of existing law and
regulations for the period of the Interna-
tional Radio Consultative Committee meet-
ing, April 1 to April 30, 1959.

It should be pointed out that U.S. com~
mon carriers would not be required to ex-
tend the free privileges to the officlal par-
ticipants in the conference, since the resolu-
tion is merely permissive. Accordingly, the
carriers may grant the free services, If they
80 desire. Further, the legislation would not
involve any expense to the Government of
the United States.

The FCC has notified your committee that
it has issued an authorization for an ama-
teur station to be located at the site of the
CCIR conference and the call letters of this
station will be E6USA.

The FCC has also advised us that similar
privileges with reference to amateur opera-
tions were accorded members of national
delegations attending CCIR conferences in
Europe. Your committee feels the privileges
afforded by this legislation comes under the

CONCLUSION

This resolution would remove the limita-
tlons on the granting of free communica-
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tion services contained in sections 201, 202,
203, 204, 205, and 210 of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended, as well as
sections 41 and 61 of the Commission’'s rules
and regulations. In addition, the resolution
would also walve the limitations now con-
tained in sections 301, 208(b), 310(a)(1),
319(a) as well as section 12.28 of part 12 of
the Commission’s rules and regulations, but
only for the period of the International
Radio Consultative Committee Conference.
This exemption would be temporary in na-
ture and in accord with custom and practice
in such world conferences.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 47) was
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
insl, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That nothing in the
Communications Aect of 1934, as amended,
or in any other provision of law shall be
construed to prohibit (1) common carriers
subject to such Act from rendering free com-
munication services to official participants
in the IX Plenary Assembly of the Interna-
tional Radio Consultative Committee (CCIR)
to be held in the United States in Los An-
geles, California, in 1959, or (2) qualified
official participants in such assembly from
operating any amateur radio station licensed
by the Federal Communications Commission
to be operated at such assembly, but any
such rendition of services or operation of an
amateur radio station shall be subject to
such rules and regulations as the Federal
Communications Commission may deem
necessary.

COMPETITIVE BIDDING IN PRO-
CUREMENT OF PROPERTY AND
SERVICES BY ARMED FORCES

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I de~
sire to add my voice to the voices of other
Senators who have spoken in commen-
dation of the action of the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Wirriams] in focusing
attention upon the very serious problem
of Government procurement in the De-
fense Department. I have not had an
opportunity to read in detail the bill
which the Senator from Delaware has
introduced. My colleague from New
York and I have been working on pro-
posed legislation which I believe is to the
same general effect as the bill introduced
by the Senator from Delaware.

It is essential that we come to grips
immediately with the problem. An alto-
gether disproportionate number of de-
fense coniracts, in my judement, is being
awarded on a so-called negotiated basis.
We believe that a considerable number
should be made on a bid basis. We have
an obligation to meet squarely this prob-
lem which has been presented to us by
the bill introduced by the Senator from
Delaware.

TATSEY WRITES AGAIN

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
during the last Congress I inserted into
the body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD onu
several oceasions a number of news col-
umns written by one of this country’s
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most colorful and unique newspaper col-
umnists, John Tatsey, Indian Service po-
liceman on the Blackfeet Indian Reser-
vation. Tatsey writes his column for the
Glacier Reporter, of Browning, Mont.
He has a sharp wit and a talent for giv-
ing a new perspective to local news items.

Since the reconvening of Congress I
have received a number of inquiries from
people on Capitol Hill asking when I
was going to put some more of John Tat-
sey’'s stuff in the Recorp. Today, Mr.
President, I take great pleasure in ask-
ing unanimous consent to have a series
of John Tatsey, Heart Butte news col-
umns, reprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

|From the Glacier Reporter, Nov. 6, 1958]

HEART BUTTE NEWS
(By John Tatsey)

Heart Butte people really were surprised
Tuesday morning. Some did not have any
ready chopped wood for morning. The snow
was really deep mostly in drifts.

The polls opened at 1 o'clock and very few
cars showed up—those that were able to get
to the highway. They must be the true
Democrats.

The Democrats from Pondera County gave
a rally Sunday afternoon at the round hall
and there was a large crowd. Our big man
Leroy Anderson was there and a few county
candidates. They each made a little talk.
There was one candidate got up to say a few
words. First thing, he said where his wife
was. There were some Republicans from
other counties that were there because they
knew the Democrat grub is always good—
strong coffee.

The Heart Butte community held a meet-
ing Monday evening to arrange for their
Christmas dance. There was not many there
so they will have one Saturday evening, No-
vember B, at the Sure Chief home. Every-
one welcome.

The school buses were unable to go their
routes Tuesday on account of the deep snow
drifts so we may have to bum for a snow
plow.

There was dance given by teacher staff at
Heart Butte last Friday for the children and
parents. Eyveryone enjoyed a good time and
cake and coffee served at midnight.

Joe Buger being unlucky, showing up Sun-
day morning with his right eye shining. It
was a birch creek punch.

There was a guy by the name of Frank
who lives on Two Medicine; when his wife
went after her goods, which she ordered from
the Stanley dealer, his wife got him some-
thing new—a back scratcher. Now she won't
have to do it.

Leo Sure Chief has been at Galen all sum-
mer where he was being treated and his wife
having a job at the hospital was home for
the weekend and has gone back.

Peter Day Rider and Stoles Head Carrier
are down around Valier picking rock for
farmers. The boys miss old Stoles because
he can take a joke.

Bam Horn was in Browning Monday. His
wife gave him a scare; she told him to go
home alone. Judge Iron Pipe and Jailer
James Walters talked for him, so she went
home with Sam. Be careful what you do or
say Sam.

Aloyous Weasel Head was picked up by
Tatsey Sunday night for being drunk and
having a minor with him. Judge Iron Pipe
soaked him to 50 days with James Walters.
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[From the Heart Butte News, Nov. 21, 1958]
HearT BUTTE FoLES ENJOY ScHOOL CARNIVAL
(John Tatsey, Indian Service policeman,
writes Heart Butte community news for the
Glacler Reporter, Browning newspaper.)

Last Friday the school had their carnival
and was well attended by the children and
parents. There were games played, lunches
served, and bingo. The money collected is
for the benefit of the school children.

The floor show was the outstanding pro-
gram. It had everyone laughing. There
was Hawalian hula dances and the imitations
of Elvis Presley by one of the school boys.

Sunday there was a good crowd at the
church and most everyone stayed until eve-
ning.

George Wippert had his services as usual.
In the evening stick game being the main
part.

Polite Peplon was around Heart Butte
Monday picking a few cows from the boys.

Mrs. Mazie Chiefallover has her new house
moved to Heart Butte so she will be mov=-
ing in.

There has been a lot of wondering around
Heart Butte over the disappearance of Stoles
Head Carrier since he went on the relocation
job around Valier.

Mervin Brave Rock has gone back to Yaki-
mea, Wash. Expects to be gone 2 weeks.

James H. Walter turned over two boys to
Tatsey at Heart Butte for education in the
line of work, Aloylous Weasel Head and
Eugene Head Carrier sure know how to wash
dishes. At Heart Butte they are being
taught how to chop wood. Wednesday they
were digging a basement in an outdoor toilet.
Doing fine.

[From the Montana Fourth Estate,
Dec. 1958]

TATSEY RIDES AGAIN

(News from Heart Butte as written for the
Glacier Reporter by John Tatsey, Blackfoot
Tribal Policeman and reporter extraordi-
nary.)

Stoles Head Carrier went to Valier and got
some guts or entrails and when he got home
he had to cross a bridge. he slip and fell
but still had guts.

John Aims Back drank to much Gallo and
cross the same bridge that Stoles fell off of,
he fell off but hung on to some bushes with
half of his body in the creek. some one came
along and pulled him out.

Mrs. Stoles Head Carrler got so lonely last
week she went to town to forget her lone-
liness. Jas. Walters had her a few days as
a chambermaid.

George Aims Back fell off the wagon last
week and land in jail in Browning where he
is serving a fifty day sentence.

There was a big surprise to the Heart
Butte community last Sunday evening when
Stoles Head Carrier and Pete Day Rider
showed up. Pete got home and was wel-
comed home. But when Stoles got home his
house was locked and had to go somewhere
for the night. Monday morning he went to
town and found his wife in a dizzie condition
but brought her home. When they got off
he had to pack her across a little stream.
he sure was good to her.

[From the Glacier Reporter, Dec. 18, 1958]
HeArT BUTTE NEWS

(By John Tatsey)

The weather was rather bad last week.
Some of the children did not attend school
and the buses were unable to travel. Mr. Bill
Duncan, the prineipal, said that the buses
would run on regular schedule as soon as the
weather gets better and plans are being con-
sidered as to have a snowplow stationed here
at Heart Butte.

There are now six teachers at the school.
The new teacher came last week from Mis-
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soula, Mr. Richard Gregory, teaching eighth
grade. The first day in his schoolroom he
froze out. His stove was not working right.

Joe (Bugger) Marceau finally got to be a
grampa. He really blushed when he heard
that he had a grandson. Getting old Bugger.

‘The assembly for Wednesday has been can-
celled on account of the roads. Harrlett Mil-
ler and Mr. K. W. Bergan were to be here.

The Heart Butte People really suffered for
firewood during the storm, maybe it will be
a lesson.

The snowplow was out on the road Tuesday
g0 that helped a lot some people got to town
to get wood and some groceries.

The committee for the Christmas dance
had a meeting last Friday and did some sing-
ing and spoke on what's to be done at the
dance and made some collecting amount
$32 and served lunches. There will be meet-
ings till Christmas.

Stoles has been staying home rather close
on account of the sudden storms but he has
a white man by the name John getting out
firewood for him so he is enjoying a good
winter.

Chief Joe New Robe has been pestered by
wild animals. Early last fall a black bear
was meddling around his home at nights
80 he layed for the bear and found out ii was
one of James Spotted Bear's pigs. Two weeks
ago a mountain lion was around in his back=-
yard.

[From the Glacier Reporter, Dec. 25, 1958]
HearT BUTTE NEWS
(By John Tatsey)

The new classrooms are finished, only
some inside work to be done at Heart Butte
School.

There is another teacher coming the first
of the month so there will be seven teachers
for Heart Butte.

Mervin Brave Rock and family have come
back home from Yakima, Wash., last week.

Henry Fisher has been at Heart Butte last
week doing some plumbing at the police
quarters,

Mrs. Maggie Chief All Over has moved In
her new home which she had bought from
the Hi Line Lumber.

The wind last week did a little damage
around the community, some outhouses
went over.

George comes at night, had his pickup
truck by his house next morning it was lay-
ing on its side caused by the high wind.

The children had there Christmas pro-
gram last Friday. They did put out a good
show; good staff of teachers.

The people around Heart Butte have been
traveling to different places to spend there
money getting ready for Christmas. There
will be a lot of happy children.

The reporter for the Glacier Reporter hap-
pened to be at the tribal office when the
payment was made and saw some hap-
penings.

There were some fat guys that were in the
jam at the door when they got inside they
had to adjust there pants. The jam and
pushing loosened up there belts and there
was 16 different size and color buttons
on the floor being pulled off by the ones
from the back pulling on coats.

Horsebackriding days in town is a thing
of the past when cowboys used to ride in
buildings, but it happened at the tribal of-
filce when a young lady was unable to get
in, some big huskky guy picked her up and
she rode on his shoulders. That's the way
she got in; her name is Mazie.

Stoles Head Carrier has been a pretty good
boy for a long time so will be a different
story this time.

There were some young men that got there
$26 and that money got them in trouble
by being drunk so they won't be around for
Christmas Day. They will be with Jas. Wal-
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ters but may get a Christmas release gift
from the judge.

|From the Glacier Reporter, Jan, 8, 1859]
HearT BurTE NEWS
(By John Tatsey)

The Christmas and New Year went by very
quiet. AIl attended the midnight mass
where Father Mallman said the services.

Francis Bull Shoe and family drove to
Flandreau, 8. Dak., to visif their son who
is attending school there. They said they
enjoyed a nice trip and no snow after leaving
Montana. They returned last Friday night.

There were a few people who went to Starr
school for the Christmas dance. There were
quite a number of blood Indians, some from
other reservations. All enjoyed themselves
and had plenty to eat.

Mr. and Mrs. Bernard Red Head really had
a good time dancing at Starr school.

The young boys from Canada, where they
do a lot of boxing and footracing, tried out
at Starr school. When they would get
knocked down and get to their feet they
would take off and you could not catch them
with a quarterhorse.

Heart Butte had their dance after Christ-
mas and had a good dance. Tatsey and his
police force went to work on the few that
tried to disturb while under the influence of
liquor. Omnly 10 were put to bed.

There were two Still Smoking boys that
were jailed, and when they got out of the jall
it was still smoking. They set fire to the
mattress,

Stoles Head Carrier was trapping during
December and he caught one mink, and one
Sunday he sold it for enough money to play
a couple of stick games.

The next commodity issue will be at Heart
Butte on account of some people are unable
to get to town, and there will be some elk
meat sent out here for the people.

Earl Wetsit was at Heart Butte dance. He
dressed In his costume and danced.

Earl Eastwood motored to Great Falls
today.

Mr. and Mrs. Theodore Last Star are
patients in a Great Falls hospital.

Percy DeWolfe has left Browning to as-
sume duties as representative of Glacler
County at Helena.

Mr. and Mrs. Harvey Brown returned last
weekend from Spokane where they had spent
Christmas with relatives.

Mr. and Mrs. Herbert Burdeaux, of Yakima,
and Marjle Rantaria and Leolla George, of
Toppenish, Wash., have been here this week
visiting Mr. and Mrs. James Burdeaux.

Frank Rhoades, manager of the local Mon-
arch Lumber Co., plans to leave Sunday on a
10-day vaecation, during which he will visit
Havre, Great Falls, Butte, and other places
where he has lived. Stewart Salois, Monarch
employee at Cut Bank, will replace him dur-
ing his absence.

Report is that Bert Fitzgerald, who suffered
a serious fracture of his right leg at his
ranch home west of town last week, is making
favorable recovery. Circumstances of the
accldent, according to Leslie Snell, who,
with his daughter, Maureen, and her girl
companion, Nadine Boyd, had gone to the
ranch in guest of a place to iceskate, were
that Bert, affer putting on his skates, lost
his balance and fell at an angle as to involve
the lower leg close to the ankle. The bone
was fractured in two places. Bince the injury
the Fitzgeralds have been snowbound at
their home, severe cold and drifting snow
having isolated them at their place since the
forepart of this week.

[From the Glacier Reporter, Feb. 26, 1959]
HearTr BUTTE NEWS
(By John Tatsey)

Heart Butte was snowbound last Monday
till Thursday when the plows showed up.
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There were 12 cars behind the snowplows.
Stoles was in the bunch.

Les Cobell brought some elk meat Sunday
and the people had meat during the block-
ade.

Snackery Juneau and Henry Burd were
out to Heart Butte Monday evening during
the blizzard.

Word came that John Tail Feathers was
golng to have one leg or foot taken off at
Great Falls Hospital.

The oil truck from Valler was stuck in a
deep coulee which was full of snow Mon-
day afternoon.

Ray Doore and John Powers were drifted
in south of Blackfoot and they were wash-
ing dishes one evening. Ray took a can
thinking it was soap and squeezed into his
dishwater and found out it was John's
shaving cream.

TRADING COWS FOR A BRIDE

A young man became a single guy last fall
and last week he tock a notion to use the
old Indian custom of paying for a wife, he
offered two cows but the mother said she
would think it over.

Flex Marceau has been staying with the
Marceau hoys since their mother’s funeral.

[From the Heart Butte News, Feb. 27, 1959]
WiNTER IsoLaTES HEART BUTTE COMMUNITY

(John Tatsey, Indian Service policeman,
writes the Heart Butte community news for
the Glacler Reporter, Browning newspaper.)

The Heart Butte community was snowed
in off and on. Everyone stayed in pretty
close to home.

The remains of Mrs. Maggie Marceau were
brought to her home Monday and she was
buried at the Heart Butte Catholic Ceme-
tery Wednesday.

Wayne Goss was on a wild-goose chase last
Saturday when he got stalled on the short-
cut road to Browning between Heart Butte
and Swims Under School and left his*car
and Tatsey took him to town.

James H., Walters was out to Heart Butte
Sunday to see about the digging of the grave.
He brought four prisoners from his guarters.
He had Stoles there for a short time. Stoles
is good hearted; he served ouf his time out
Monday digging, but donated 2 extra days
for good measure,

There was the Wolf Point Herald paper
drifted in the Blackfeet Reservation and
there were statements in it where the Sioux
and Assinboines are fighting over their tribal
councilmen and some of our Democrats in
D.C. We would not want to see our good
friend Mrxe MaNsFiELD scalped. Better get
a short haircut.

Joe Rumning Crane rode horseback to the
store and went to town on the stage and sent
his wife to the agency to get some elk meat,
and she had to walk. When he came back,
he had two saddle horses waiting for him.

The fuel-oil truck came to Heart Butte
School Tuesday to refill tanks from Valier,
and another truck also came and brought
milk, ice cream, and other dalry products.

Police Tatsey drove to Cut Bank and got
his car license and visit Jesse Harlan, but
no Jesse, so there was no coffee.

[From the Glacier Reporter, Mar, 5, 1959]
HeART BUTTE NEWS
(By John Tatsey)

Last Sunday was a nice and warm. Lots

of people in church and church was over-
crowded.

Most people went home when the snow
started and stopped in evening. Btick game
players came and were forced to stay till
Monday morning on account of a blizzard.

Richard and James Little Dog and family
were here Sunday and were among the
stranded.

Mrs. Langly came home from Great Falls
last Sunday where she spent a week on
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account of the bad weather, first try she got
as far as Dupuyer and she had to go back.
The next time she came as far as Old
Agency when she bumped into a snow
bank. She went back and finally made it
to Browning.

Mose Gilham and his son Robert who
came up from Georgia last week and were
walking down the main street of Browning
when they met a big fat guy. Mose said
that Stoles the one you read so much about.
Mose said that Stoles never bums for money.
When they got the introduction Stoles said
give me 50 cents.

Vick Gregory the teacher left for Missoula
Tuesday where he will get married and
bring her back to Heart Butte.

There was a story told in Heart Butte.
When a fellow went up north of Calgary
Years ago he camped in timber. From there
he left by pack horses and hung up his
harness on tree. He came back after 20
years and looked around. No wagon but
horses still there. He looked up the trees
there was his wagon on top of two pine
trees 30 feet up. The story teller is still
around Glacier County. May bring back
memories.

NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION

RESOURCES REVIEW COMMIS-
SION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 53, S. 82.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERE. A bill (S. 82)
to amend the act of June 28, 1958, to
provide for a National Outdoor Recrea.-
tion Resources Review Commission, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

NEEDED: A BRIGHTER OUTLOOK
FOR UNEMPLOYED

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I am
deeply concerned that, despite the Na-
tion’s substantial recovery from its eco-
nomic setback, there is still a tremen-
dous amount of unemployment, in fact,
far too much.

According to the Labor Department,
the number of jobless now exceeds about
4.7 million.

In Wisconsin, too, we are suffering
as a result of a lag in reemployment.
Currently, there are about 76,000, or
5 perecent of the working force still out
of jobs.

Now the question arises: What shall
be done to deal with this situation?

We recall that, yesterday, the Presi-
dent again reemphasized the responsi-
bility of the States for assuming the
major share of the burden—as they
have in the past—for unemployment
compensation programs.

As a Senator irom a State which has
been a pioneer in establishment of an
unemployment compensation program, I
naturally have great respect for the
State’s ability to act responsibly in this
field.
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As one who represents, in part, not
only my whole State, but also the 76,000
unemployed, however, I am deeply con-
cerned with the fact that there are still
so many jobless. We recognize that
these workers, their families, and in-
deed, the surrounding communities are
facing serious economic hardships. The
situation is particularly distressing after
unemployment compensation benefits
have been exhausted.

As I understand, the House Ways and
Means Committee met in executive ses-
sion this morning to discuss the pos-
sibility of extending the temporary un-
employment compensation program.

I am informed, too, that hearings are
scheduled to begin on April 7 on pos-
sible extension of the temporary unem-
ployment program in mid-1958.

The task, now, is to get the necessary
action—not only by the States and, as
necessary, by the Federal Government—
but also by loeal communities in, first,
helping to meet the needs of the jobless
while out of work, and, second, to create
employment to brighten their future.

A factor of major concern, too, is that,
while there has been substantial eco-
nomie recovery, the rate of reemploy-
ment has not kept pace.

This situation deserves serious con-
sideration by Congress, the Department
of Labor, the States, industry, labor, as
well as the general public,

AWARD TO REPRESENTATIVE CARL
ELLIOTT, OF ALABAMA, BY PAR-
ENTS' MAGAZINE

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr, President, the
January 1959 issue of Parents’ magazine
announced an award to three persons
for outstanding service to children,

Representative Car. Erviorr, who
represents the Seventh Congressional
Distriet of Alabama, has been named a
winner of Parents’ magazine's annual
medal award “for outstanding service
to children.” Other winners, announced
today, are Dr. Harvey E. White, physics
professor who conducts “Continental
Classroom,"” a network educational tele-
vision program, and Arthur C. Ringland,
father of CARE, the postwar foreign re-
lief program.

As chairman of the House Education
Subcommitee, Representative Elliott led
the fight last August for the passage of
the National Defense Education Act, the
first major breakthrough in Federal aid
to education in 40 years. It authorizes
student loans, teaching fellowships,
funds for science equipment and foreign
language teaching, vocational education,
and testing-counseling services.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be printed in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks the brief announcement re-
garding the award to Representative ErL-
LIOTT.

There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

For OUTSTANDING SERVICE TO CHILDREN PaRr-
ENTS' MacAzINE Is Proun To HoNOR REP-
RESENTATIVE OCARL ELLIOTT, DEMOCRAT OF
ALABAMA
A stanch champion of Federal aid to edu-

cation, this distinguished legislator from

Alabama has worked assiduously over the
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years to help America’s school children.
Passage last August of the National Defense
Education Act—most important aid-to-edu-
cation measure enacted by Congress in 40
years—was a singular achievement for Mr.
Errrorr. As chairman of the House Educa-
tion Subcommittee, he took the lead in pilot-
ing the bill through rough legislative seas.
Today and in the future, this 45-year-old
lawyer and father of four can be counted on
to strive for what he believes—better educa-
tion for all United States youngsters.

BENEFITS FOR CORPORATIONS BUT
NOT FOR SELF-EMPLOYED RE-
SULT IN UNFAIRNESS AND IN-
EQUITY,

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr, President, on
February 24, 1959, the Committee on
Ways and Means reported to the House
of Representatives H.R. 10, a bill to per-
mit self-employed persons, such as doc-
tors, lawyers, dentists, accountants, vet-
erinarians, and others, to take a current
deduction for a limited amount of in-
vestment in certain types of retirement
annuity or a specific type of retirement
trust.

In explaining the need for the bill, the
committee stated:

This bill is intended to achieve greater
equality of tax treatment between self-em-
ployed individuals and employees. Under
present law the employees of a business can
achieve this postponement of tax on retire-
ment income savings if the employer pays
into a qualified pension, profit-sharing, or
stock bonus plan what he might otherwise
have pald directly to the employees.  These
amounts can be placed in a tax-exempt pen-
sion trust or they can be paid as premiums
on an annuity policy with a life insurance
company. In either case the business firm
gets immediate deductions for amounts con-
tributed to the plan and the employee is not
taxable until he draws down his benefits
under the plan. An employee is permitted
to defer tax in this manner even though he
may have a nonforfeitable right to the
employer contribution under the plan.

This tax deferment for an employee’s in-
terest in a pension, profit-sharing, or stock
bonus plan has two important advantages.
In the first place, it permits the employee to
have a larger initial investment in retire-
ment savings upon which more investment
earnings may accumulate. In addition, most
employees will be in lower tax brackets after
retirement than they are during their pro-
ductive years. The tax deferment under a
qualified plan permits some income from the
years in which an employee is likely to be
subject to higher surtax rates to be taxed in
the retirement years when he may be subject
to much lower rates or even may have unused
personal exemptions,

I have previously indicated my support
of the principle contained in HR. 10. I
wish to reiterate that endorsement to-
day.

Within the past few days I was sur-
prised and disappointed to note, through
the press, that the Republican leadership
and President Eisenhower oppose this
proposal because they claim it would cost
the Treasury $365 million annually in
revenue. The administration also ex-
pressed concern over possible extension
of the program.

If this is the position of the adminis-
tration with regard to this proposal, then
it has a clear duty to eliminate the tax
privilege now enjoyed by corporations in
setting aside retirement funds for their
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executives and other employees. Em-
ployer contributions to pension plans in
1957 amounted to nearly $4 billion. This
means that these business firms realized
an estimated $1.9 billion in tax benefits
as the result of deductions for such con-
tributions, while corporate employees
gained materially from deferred taxa-
tion. Y¥Yet no such opportunity exists for
the self-employed. This is unfair and
diseriminatory.

The administration is firmly opposed
to tax-deferment on retirement funds
for doctors, writers, dentists, tutors, and
other self-employed individuals. Why
does the administration permit corpora-
tions to use tax-exempt moneys for re-
tirement benefits for corporation offi-
cials? The principle of share-and-
share-alike is essential to a democratic
society, particularly in the collecting of
revenues for the operation of govern-
ment. This principle is violated when
an accountant, lawyer, author, or teach-
er cannot defer taxes on modest sums set;
aside for old age, but the president or
manager of a motor or tobacco company .
can enjoy very substantial retirement
benefits which his corporation has been
able to list as a normal business expense
under the revenue laws of the United
States. :

Mr. President, I urge the administra-
tion, if it wishes to persist in its opposi-
tion to proposals such as H.R. 10, to fol-
low the course of equity and thus elimi-
nate the unfair advantage now enjoyed
by corporations and their executives.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I compliment the
Senator from Oregon upon his remarks
relating to H.R. 10, because the argu-
ment he has presented is absolutely
logical and should be persuasive. If
special tax consideration can be given
to the large income group at the cor-
porate level, there is no reason in the
world why self-employed persons should
not receive the same benefits. Like the
junior Senator from Oregon, I support
the objectives of HR. 10, and I look
forward to the opportunity to vote for it.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. I am pleased that
his great influence and prestige in this
body will be used to try to gain this
fiscal equity. It seems to me that, if
the administration is to say that there
shall not be these tax-exempt retire-
ment benefits for self-employed persons,
then certainly the same principle should
be applied to individuals who are em-
ployed by the great industrial corpora-
tions. The principle should be share-
and-share alike when it comes to tax-
free retirement benefits. I thank the
able Senator from Minnesota for his
support and encouragement.

THE BERLIN TIME BOME

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
not since Pearl Harbor has our country
been in such grave peril as it is in today.
Not since I have been in Washington have
I spoken in the Senate on so grave a
subject. EKhrushchev and his Commu-
nist coconspirators for world dominion
have set a time bomb for the West. It
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is up to us either to defuse the bomb or
to be destroyed by it. His time homb is
his ultimatum that the West get out of
West Berlin by May 27. In open viola-
tion of the Yalta and Potsdam Agree-
ment, Ehrushchev has ordered the Allies
out of West Berlin. The soldiers of the
United States, of England, and of France,
are ordered to pack up their baggage and
surrender Free West Berlin to the Com-
munist dictators. We of the West, the
United States, England, and France owe
a duty to freedom. We are in Berlin by
solemn international agreement. We
owe a duty to keep the torch of liberty
lit in West Berlin. If we let the Iron
Curtain of communism engulf West Ber-
lin, we will have seen a second Munich
in our time; a second Munich far more
terrible and more disastrous in its re-
sults than the first.

What is happening in West Berlin?
Since the Iron Curtain of communism
lowered over East Germany, more than
3 million people have escaped from East
Germany to the freedom of West Ger-
many and to the West generally. One
quarter of a million people per year flee
Communist domination in East Germany
and come to the West; most of them
come through West Berlin. About 4,000
a week escape from East Germany to the
West. EKhrushchev has said that he is
interested in the people in Berlin, and
that, he says, is why we ought to get out.
Yes, Ehrushcheyv is interested in the peo-
ple in Berlin because he does not want
these- living witnesses, a quarter of a
million of them a year, to come to the
West, living witnesses, as they are, of the
terror and failure of communism. Four
thousand of them a week are coming
West to tell us of the terror and hard-
ship and cruelty of life back of that Iron
Curtain. g

Yes, Khrushchev is interested in the
people of West Berlin, because he does
not want those living witnesses—a
quarter of a million of them a year—
pouring out to West Germany, mainly
through West Berlin,

At this time, as in all periods of grave
crisis, all of us stand firmly with Presi-
dent Eisenhower. If the Soviet lead-
ers think they will find us divided in our
ficht against communism—divided by
political parties or divided by political
ideology or divided on any other
ground—they have made what will prove
to be their greatest mistake, and perhaps
their fatal mistake. Personally, I think
we ought to follow the diplomatic policy
of another great President, Theodore
Roosevelt, who said, in another interna-
tional situation of tenseness, “Speak
softly, but carry a big stick.” When the
President defies the Russians, then cuts
our military forces, he speaks loudly but
carries a little stick.

It is my earnest hope that, as an
emergency measure, we shall immedi-
ately move to an advanced position of
military readiness, and that we shall
build up our military preparedness and
efficiency. We cannot negotiate from
strength if the President continues to
insist on military weakness. All of these
administration moves to further reduce
our military forces should be, at least
temporarily, abandoned. We can cut
back the Army, and we can balance the
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budget; but while doing all that, we
might lose our liberty.

On the contrary, as a nation, we should
work 24 hours a day to build missiles of
diplomacy and to prepare for war, as a
power for peace. But, Mr. President, we
are not building missiles of diplomacy
when we do not build any missiles at all.

As the greatest Nation on the face of
the earth, we cannot fail here to hold
high the torch of freedom, to light the
way for freemen around the world.

We are the only Nation that has the
strength to save West Berlin; and the
free world is looking and watching to
see whether we will have the resolution
and the courage to do so. We will not
fail to be ready, and to fight, if forced
to, for the heritage for which our fore-
fathers fought and gave their last full
measure of devotion.

Mr. President, in this hour of peril, it
is discouraging to hear the President
recommend budget cuts that amounts to
saying Let us weaken our military de-
fenses.

Mr, President, one of the finest and
most decisive editorials I have read on
this subject was published this morning
in the Washington Post. The editorial
is entitled “Mr. Eisenhower’'s Defense.”
I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed at this point in the
RECORpD, in connection with my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 12, 1959]
Mr. EISENHOWER'S DEFENSE

The impassioned statement by President
Eisenhower yesterday on defense spending
leaves no doubt as to the sincerity and depth
of his feeling. Whatever one may think of
his arguments, the Chief Executive certainly
has been exhibiting vigor in his recent and
more regular news conferences. Even Iif
there were a surplus in the Treasury, he saild,
he would not put more money into the Armed
Forces although he might spend more on ald
to our allies. He regards the criticisms of
his defense policy as something bordering
upon hysteria, and he pleads with eritics in
Congress and elsewhere to calm down,

In the present situation respecting Berlin,
obviously, it is imperative to present a united
front. The President, as Commander in
Chief, has made plain his determination to
resist any intimidation by the Soviet Union.
Most of the proposals in Congress would not
materially improve the American military
posture in the near future in any event. It
is important that Mr. Khrushchev not be
misled by the criticisms into thinking that
there is any ambiguity in the country’s sup-
port of the President over the Berlin issue.

Beyond that consideration, let us put aside
the immediate circumstances of the Presi-
dent's ire yesterday and analyze his case from
a longer range standpoint. Mr. Eisenhower
wants to avoid both provocation and undue
excitement., Evidently he views the Soviet
threat over Berlin as one of a series of Com-~
munist pushes similar to the Chinese threat
over Quemoy, and he believes that a firm
stand and steady nerves will cause the Soviet
leaders to back away. There is much to be
sald for this view on the basis of past ex-
perience.

Similarly, the President believes that de-
fense should be a planned and constant pro-
gram that does not vacillate up and down
with the exigencies of the moment. This is
a sound theme often stressed by Gen. George
C. Marshall. Mr. Eisenhower also makes a
telling point in challenging those who want
more defense spending to advocate a tax
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increase (although the actual need for an
increase at this time is not clear, and al-
though some believers in a strengthened de-
fense, including this newspaper, have already
faced the tax issue).

Further, the President evidently concludes
that there can be no limited war directly
between the United States and the Soviet
Union. It would be folly, he insists, for this
country to become involved in a ground war
with the 175 Soviet divisions, although he
does not believe that a nuclear war over Ber=-
lin would free anything.

If these are the principal arguments of the
President apart from concern over a bal-
anced budget—to which he still shows ex-
tracrdinary devotion even though the balance
of his own budget is in many ways phony—
what are the arguments on the side of in-
creased defense? In this newpaper's opinion
they fall into two categorles, protection
against actual danger, and improvement in
the American negotiating position.

First, there is the possibility of miscaleu~
lation by the Soviet Union. Surely it is in
the interest of this country, even with its
capability for all-out nuclear war, to be able
to respond with something less if the situa-
tion warrants. It is quite true that in pres-
ent circumstances the Western Allles could
not match the Soviet divisions, and they
would be foolish to try. But situations are
conceivable in which it might be to the inter-
est of both sides to keep a ground clash
limited. The casualties from all-out nuclear
war, in the unhappy event that one should
develop, surely would surpass any imagi-
nable casualties in limited war, on the
ground or otherwise.

Even if a direct clash with the Soviet
Union is excluded, there is a strong case for
adequate limited war forces to cope with
clashes on the periphery. If Mr. Khrushchev
were led to belleve that this country would
have only an all-out response, he might be
tempted to nibble—or to induce others to
nibble—in the thought that the President
would not make the terrifying decision to
unleash nuclear war that probably would
result in devastation of this country too.

Second, there are the perils of the missile
gap itself. If the Soviet leaders were to think
that the United States were far behind in the
race, that its manned bombers were being
outmoded by improved air defenses and that
its missiles were cumbersome and in soft
fixed bases, they might at some point take
the gamble to strike. Whether the gamble
would be a frightful mistake, and whether
we would be able to reduce the Soviet Union
to ashes in retaliation, would not matter
very much once the fearful step were taken.

Even more important, in this newspaper’'s
opinion, are the psychological considerations.
Few persons seriously think that the Soviet
Union is about to rain war on the United
States or Western Europe tomorrow morning,
But a great many persons, including respon-
sible men of both parties in Congress, are
concerned because they see their country
slipping into a second-best position.

Secretary McElroy has acknowledged that
there will be a missile gap and that it is ad-
ministration policy to accept that situation.
Both he and the President have indicated
a low priority for limited war preparedness.
Members of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl have
stated their reservations about the new
budget—and, incidentally, it is to be hoped
that they will not be disadvantaged because
they have stated their honest views in re-
sponse to questioning from Congress. They
may not be right, but Congress is entitled
to know their thinking.

The purpose of a defense program, of
course, is to avold war. A deterrent that did
not deter an enemy from starting a war
would be useless; all the retaliation we might
be able to unleash would not compensate for
the 1initial blunder. The fundamental
American objective, apart from preventing
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attack, 1s to make possible realistic negotia-
tions toward some reduction of war dangers.
Mr. Eisenhower himself has been eloquent in
voicing such a wish.

But the experience with the Soviet sput-
nik and intercontinental missile should have
convinced us by now that the Soviet leaders
are altogether unlikely to be reasonable if
they think they can browbeat the United
States and its allles. That is the real prob-
lem of the missile gap and the lack of
limited war preparedness and such ancillary
issues as the reductions in military man-
power—not that they make attack imminent,
but that they disarm the United States
psychologically and render the American ne-
gotiating position far more difficult on a
host of issues far beyond Berlin. When the
administration willingly accepts a second-
best position for the United States, it is
time to take notice.

The basic question boils down to whether
the country is willing to pay an insurance
premium, which in this instance would
amount at most to an additional $2 billion
in fiscal 1960. Congress cannot compel the
President to spend more money for defense,
but it can seek to persuade the President
with an emphatic statement of its belief in
the need for an expanded and more flexible
missile program along with more attention
to limited war requirements. If congres-
sional leaders will combine a reasoned pro-
gram embodying the conviction of many
Members with proposals for additional taxes
if necessary to finance such a program, can
anyone doubt that the American people will
support it?

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
BisLE in the chair). Does the Senator
from Texas yield to the Senator from
New York?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. In his presentation,
the Senator from Texas made the state-
ment that he regretted to hear the Pres-
ident say that we should weaken our
defenses. I have never heard any such
statement by the President. There may
be a difference of viewpoint between
various military officials, and perhaps
between the Senator from Texas and
myself, over the particular allocations
of funds for the defense of our country.
But certainly the President of the United
States has never made such a statement.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
did not quote the President as saying
that we should weaken our defenses. I
said the effect of the President’s recom-
mendation of reduced military expendi-
tures would have the effect of saying
that we would weaken the defenses of
the United States, and that we should,
instead, build them up at this time.

This is no time to weaken our defenses.
Certainly we cannot effectively negotiate
with the Russians over West Berlin at
the same time that we are weakening
our military defenses.

When we fired the very small satellite
past the moon, the Army’s representa-
tives said, “At last we have gotten back in
the same league with the Russians, as re-
gards missiles.” There was no state-
ment that we had caught up with them.

The administration seems to take the
attitude, as regards missiles, that we
shall permanently take second place to
the Russians, for the administration
continues to talk about how many years
it will take us to catch up. I think we
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should have a “crash” program, regard-
less of what it may cost, so that we will
catch up.

The fine editorial published today in
the Washington Post states it might
cost $2 billion a year. Suppose it
does. In the case of a nation with a
gross national product of approximately
$450 billion a year, suppose it were to
cost $5 billion or $10 billion a year, even
that much would be a cheap price to
pay for the liberty of our Nation. Even
if it cost $50 billion, that would be only
one-ninth of our gross national product.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield again?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I do not know of one
Senator who would not place the safety
of the country above budget balancing
or any other consideration, nor would
the President of the United States. He
has recommended expenditures less than
the expenditures of the preceding year.
The question is how far we are to pro-
ceed with this, that, or the other element
of our national defense. That is a sub-
ject upon which reasonable men may
differ. But certainly to charge, even by
implication, that the President of the
United States is seeking to weaken our
natitonal defense is entirely unjustified,
in my opinion.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. When it is
known that the Russians have 175
ground divisions ready for combat, and
equipped with the most modern tanks
and other implements of war; and when
we have recommendations, from the
Executive, to cut back the meager hun-
dreds of thousands of our ground forces,
how can it be said that that will not
weaken the defenses of the United
States?

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield again?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield for a
question.

Mr. KEATING. Does the Senator
from Texas feel that if we had an addi-
tional 25,000 or 30,000 men in the Army
or in the Marine Corps, that would have
anything to do with the defense of
Berlin?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Certainly. I
think that if we weaken one point on the
perimeter of our defense—whether it be
the Army, the Marine Corps, the Navy,
or the Air Force—if only one segment
is weakened, the whole will be weakened.
In my opinion, our armed forces are now
down to the absolute minimum.

We must remember that sudden peril
calls for an enlargement of our military
forces. In such a case, we must have
some men in uniform, and trained, in
order to be able to train the new re-
cruits. But in view of the present rapid
turnover—with our young men coming
into the services for two years, and then
leaving—the forces we now have are
scarcely large enough for the necessary
training groups, the irreplaceable cadre
that is required to train the young men
who are coming into our armed services.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield again to
me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
NamarA in the chair). Does the Sen-

March 12

ator from Texas yield again to the Sen-
ator from New York?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield.

Mr. EKEATING. Will the Senator
from Texas explain how he would ex-
pect to deploy any additional forces of
foot soldiers in Berlin—in an area where
we do not have control of the perimeter—
and how the addition of a certain num-
ber of men to our ground troops at this
time would have anything to do with the
defense of Berlin? I am not talking
about the overall effect of additional
ground forces. But the statements that
additional troops would have anything
to do with the defense of Berlin is, in
my judgment, entirely beside the point.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Of course, not
being a military tactician, I have not at-
tempted to say just how those men would
be used in the perimeter of Berlin. Nat-
urally, that is a function of the gen-
erals. But the military have testified
that they need these forces; and I think
the rationale of history shows beyond
peradventure of doubt that we need all
the troops we now have; in fact, if any-
thing, we need more.

In the case of missiles, we are cer-
tainly behind; and certainly we need to
expand our missile development and re-
search and other missile work all along
the line; and we need additional funds
to modernize the weapons of our ground
forces and the weapons of all our other
forces.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield again to
me?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. As to the number of
men we need for our military defense, I
am not talking about that subject at all.
I am addressing myself to the remarks
of the Senator from Texas, which are
quite similar to other remarks we hear
so often these days—namely, that we
are weakening the defense of Berlin by
not bringing additional ground forces
into the Army and the Marine Corps.
In my judgment that has nothing what-
ever to do with the defense of Berlin and
there would be no way to deploy large
numbers of additional forces in the Ber-
lin area, nor would the men be prepared
to be deployed there, under the existing
state of affairs.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the senior Senator from New York seems
to argue that the forces we now have in
Berlin and West Germany are considered
as separate from the rest of the defenses
of the United States. We have men de-
ployed in 73 nations; and all of them
are members of the Armed Forces of
the United States. In EKorea, the sit-
uation has reached the point where we
have to take into our forces—the two
infantry divisions we have there—a large
percentage of Koreans, simply because
we do not have enough American sol-
diers there to fill out those two divisions,
which are there for the preservation of
democracy in South Korea.

Now to pull that down, to weaken in
any respect the meager, inadequate
forces we have, will certainly weaken
the defenses of this country. What are
we doing to mobilize planes against the
probability that we should have to again
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supply West Berlin by airlift, as we
did before? We are doing nothing about
it. We are talking about standing firm
in West Berlin, and yet we are getting
recommendations from the executive
branch to further reduce our conven-
tional Armed Forces. It is a course of
weakness, not of strength.

VOTING RIGHTS FOR RESIDENTS
OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. HUMPHREY obtained the floor.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maryland, with the under-
standing that I do not lose the floor.

Mr. BEALL. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota for yielding to me.

Mr. President, last night the Senate
approved statehood for Hawaii. In the
last session of Congress the Senate ap-
proved statehood for Alaska. All of
which is very fine, and I was very happy
to join with the majority in voting for
statehood for both Territories. The
Senate voted to give Alaska statehood,
and to give Hawaii statehood, but here
in our Nation’s capital we prohibit
residents from having the franchise or
the right to vote. It does seem to me
ironical and unfair, because in the Dis-
tict of Columbia there are as many
citizens as there are in Hawaii and
Alaska combined. Yet Congress de-
clines to give residents of our Nation’s
capital full citizenship rights.

Although I am the sponsor of one bill
to give the franchise to District of Co-
lumbia residents, I am not speaking for
my bill or for any other particular bill,
but I think the time has long since
passed when the citizens of the District
of Columbia should obtain the right to
vote. I think it is apropos, at a time
when the Senate has favorably acted on
granting statehood to other Territories,
to bring to the attention of the Senate,
and particularly the other body of Con-
gress, that the people of the District of
Columbia are certainly as much Ameri-
cans as are any other citizens.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BEALL. I do not have the floor.
The Senator from Minnesota has the
floor.

Mr,. HUMPHREY. Iam happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Ne-
vada.

Mr. BIBLE. I simply desire to concur
in everything the very distinguished
Senator from Maryland has said con-
cerning the problem of home rule in the
District of Columbia. I know of his
perseverance and his deep interest in
trying to get home rule for the District
of Columbia.

As th: Senator from Maryland is well
aware, home rule bills of various types
have been passed by the Senate. Four
such bills were passed by the Senate in
recent years. There are presently be-
fore the Senate District of Columbia
Committee and the Senate Judiciary
Committee several home rule and na-
tional represenfation bills of varying
types.
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I am hopeful that this year, a year in
which we shall add a 50th star to the
flag by the admission of Hawaii, which
will probably be accomplished legisla-
tivewise on this very day, at least the
home rule movement will receive far
more consideration from both sides of
Congress than it has in the past. I think
the record of the Senator from Maryland
in that respect is excellent. I hope the
climate this year is such that the approx-
imately 800,000 disfranchised people of
the Distriet of Columbia, living in the
Nation’s great Capital City, will be
granted the right to vote and to have a
say in their Government.

As the Senator from Maryland so well
knows, it is a paradox to have residing
here in the heart of the world a group
of people who do not have the right of
self-government. I certainly hope that
condition will be remedied this year.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me
briefly?

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, may I yield
to the Senator from Maryland, and then
I shall be glad to yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BEALL. I thank the Senator
from Nevada for his remarks. As chair-
man of the Senate Committee on the
District of Columbia, he has been an
ardent supporter of home rule and has
cooperated in every way possible. Un-
der his leadership, we are trying to move
forward this year.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield now to the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr., CLARK. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota for yielding to me.

As a former member of the Committee
on the District of Columbia, and as one
who still has the interests of the Dis-
trict of Columbia very much at heart, I
should like to associate myself with the
comments which have just been made
by the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Bearnr]l and the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Brere]. In addition, I should like
to observe that yesterday we got rid of
practically what remained of American
colonialism. America no longer is a co-
lonial power so far as Hawaii and Alaska
are concerned, but we still have this
one little colony here in the District of
Columbia, which we do not permit to en-
joy the same right of home rule which
the British Empire grants to areas in
darkest Africa, but in addition, we put
our colony on short rations.

As our friends who are still on the Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee realize, the
District of Columbia needs a minimum
of $32 million a year of Federal funds
in order to maintain a decent budget
and to furnish the services which are
badly needed in the Distriet of Colum-
bia. Yet last year the joint efforts of
the Senator from Maryland, the Senator
from Nevada, other members of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee, and my-
self, were unavailing in obtaining more
than $20 million from the Federal Gov=-
ernment as its just and equitable share.

So I should like again to associate my=
self with the thoughts of my two col-
leagues, and to urge that this year we
accord at least the same kind of equi-
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table treatment to the District of Co=
lumbia as we have just given to Alaska
and Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has the fioor.
Does he yield for a question? Does the
Senator from Pennsylvania desire to ask
a question?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, would
the Senator from Minnesota like to have
the floor back?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. President, this colloquy in refer-
ence to home rule for the people of the
District of Columbia is one which so
deeply interests me that I, too, wish to
associate myself with the remarks of the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia [Mr.
Bisre]l and with the remarks of the
ranking Republican member of that
committee [Mr. BeaLr], and of course,
with the remarks of the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].

I cannot for the life of me understand
why we have been so dilatory in our
responsibilies to the cause of self-gov-
ernment as to have denied the residents
of the District of Columbia an oppor-
tunity to become full-fledged American
citizens. It appears to me that if we
cannot accomplish it by legislation,
there is only one other way to do it,
and that is by constitutional amend-
ment.

I think it would be well for the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia to
entertain and act upon a resolution in
the form of a constitutional amendment
which would unqualifiedly give residents
of the District of Columbia a full fran- °
chise and at the same time give them an
opportunity for local self-government on
any terms they may want.

I think this is long overdue. I make
this recommendation in good spirit and
good faith.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. BIBLE. This is a suggestion
which has been before the committee
at various times. I assure the Senator
it is a suggestion which has consider=
able merit. Failing a straight-up leg-
islative reform in this direction, it may
well be that the constitutional approach
is the correct answer. That approach
will receive the careful attention of our
committee. I thank the Senator from
Minnesota, because I know of his advo-
cacy and real interest in the problem
of home rule and self-government in the
Distriet of Columbia.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If it is the desire
of those who are responsible for the
committee’s actions to take an approach
on the constitutional amendment basis,
I should like to associate myself with
that endeavor. I think such a proposal
would pass in short order, because the
people of the United States of Amer-
ica, which is soon to embrace 50 States,
I am sure want to give others what they
receive themselves, namely, sovereign
powers of self-government in their re-
spective jurisdictions.

Mr. BIBLE. I thank the Senator.
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MR. ALSOP'S REJOINDER TO MR.
BENSON

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the New York Herald Tribune of this
morning, March 12, 1959, there was pub-
lished a letter to the editor entitled “Mr.
Alsop’s Rejoinder to Mr. Benson.” This
letter is signed by one of the Nation’s
most noted and famed columnists, Mr.
Joseph Alsop.

The letter to the editor is in response
to the letter to the editor of some 2 days
ago by the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr.
Ezra Taft Benson.

Mr, Alsop has seen fit to answer the
charges and comments of the Secretary
of Agriculture. The Alsop letter indeed
presents a devastating argument against
the program of the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

Mr. Alsop, of course, like all the rest
of us, has a high personal regard for the
Secretary in terms of the private convic-
tions and personal life of the Secretary of
Agriculture, Nevertheless, as Mr. Alsop
clearly points out:

When a public official makes a thorough
mess, the time comes when the fact of the
mess has to be faced, even if the public of-
ficlal is a worthy, religious, and not un-
courageous man. That is the best way to
sum up the Benson problem.

The letter is so concise and persuasive
I believe it would be better to let it stand
on its own, rather than to have further
elaboration. I therefore ask unanimous
consent that the letter be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART
in the chair). Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from Minnesota?

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Mg. ALsoP's REJOINDER To MRr. BENSON
To THE NEw YorK HERALD TRIBUNE:

A reply s fairly insistently demanded by
Becretary of Agriculture Benson's letter to
the editor of 2 days ago. Three points de-
serve comment.

First of all, SBecretary Benson strangely dis-
claims all responsibility for everything that
has happened at the Agriculture Department
during his term of office, saying that “the
Benson program has never been allowed to
go into effect” by Congress. This is simply
not true. Of 53 counted requests that Sec-
retary Benson has made to Congress, only 6,
and none of those of first importance, have
been rejected. The rest have been granted,
in whole or in part. The Republican Con-
gress of 19564 gave the Secretary most of the
authority he at first requested to adopt the
so-called flexible parity principle. A Demo-
cratic Congress approved his soil-bank plan,
which turned out to be so faulty and waste-
ful that it was quietly discarded.

What happened in 1854 is perhaps the
best test. The Secretary then requested au-
thority to flex parity from 90 percent down
to T0 percent. The Congress voted a com-
promise, allowing flexing down to 82.5 per-
cent the first year, and 76 percent the second
year. Since then, further congressional ac-
tion has permitted still further flexing, so
that parity payments now average just about
70 percent, thus standing at the lowest
level the Secretary originally told Congress
he wanted. Secretary Benson has not been
given carte blanche by Congress, but he has
been given a very great deal; and the re-
sults have been appalling,

In the second place, any Cabinet officer
in Secretary Benson’s situation has a clear
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duty to present a detalled program that he
believes will work, if he discovers that the
program he is administering is not working.
Instead, Benson has let his surpluses fantas-
tically accumulate. He has permitted the
over-all cost of the agriculture program to
double and triple since President Truman
left office. He has tolerated the frustration
of the only sensible aim of any agricultural
program, the conservation and promotion of
independent farming in this country. And
except for the disastrous soil bank, he has
never offered anything worth arguing about,
except further doses of the same medicine
that did not work when he first prescribed
it in 1954.

Finally, I say these things with some
shame, for the quite simple reason that I
was a strong and vocal supporter of Secre-
tary Benson during all his first years in
office. Like many others, I supported him
because I thought he meant to remove the
anomalies of the earlier, Democratic farm
programs. No doubt this was his intention.
I am now ashamed because it took me too
long to notice that Benson's good intention
was in the class that Dr. Johnson said formed
the pavement of Hell. His efforts to remove
past anomalies and extravagances have in
fact produced even greater present anoma-
lies and extravagances. On this point, the
downright horrendous figures of increase of
Agriculture Department expenditure under
Benson ought to speak for themselves to
any reasonable person.

When a public official makes a thorough
mess, the time comes when the fact of the
mess has to be faced, even if the public
official is a worthy, religious, and not un-
courageous man. That is the best way to
sum up the Benson problem.

JQSEPH ALSOP.

WASHINGTON.

GENEVA NUCLEAR TEST BAN NEGO-
TIATIONS PROPOSALS TO BREAK
PRESENT IMPASSE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to address myself to the subject of
the Geneva nuclear test ban negotia-
tions, citing what I believe to be some
possible proposals to break the present
impasse.

Mr. President, negotiations for a treaty
for the discontinuance of nuclear weap-
ons tests are still going on in Geneva.
Representatives of the United States, the
United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union
are in their fifth month of meetings.
Progress in the negotiations has been
painfully slow. In the last week or two
progress seems to have halted altogether.
Many commentators have concluded that
the negotiations are doomed, and that
the negotiators might just as well pack
their bags and return to their countries.

It is true that the Geneva test ban
talks are stalled, but they are not com-
pletely stalemated. To break them off
now would be a serious mistake.

It seemed last summer that the Soviet
Union wanted a mutual suspension of
nuclear weapons fests. But unfortu-
nately, the Soviet Union is now having an
extremely difficult time facing up to the
necessary implications of an effective
system of control. The Soviet Union
keeps insisting that each of the Big
Three—the U.S.A,, UK, and USSR.—
must have a veto over such decisions of
the control organization as whether an
onsite inspection of an unidentified
event should take place. The over-
whelming majority of Americans are
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united in the belief that such a veto must
not be a part of any agreement on the
cessation of nuclear weapons tests.

Mr. President, I digress to point out
that we are aware what a veto power
can do to an international organization.
We have witnessed the abuses of the veto
in the Security Council of the United
Nations. Those abuses have been perpe-
trated by the Soviet Union. It is under-
standable that the negotiators of the
United States and the United Kingdom
would not want to accede to a request or
a demand on the part of the Soviets that
there be a further use of a veto in an
international control and supervisory
organization.

We are willing to yield to others the
right to inspect on our territory, and
we would not rest secure unless we had
the right to satisfy ourselves by adequate
investigation, through a trusted interna-
tional agency that no violations had
occurred.

The Soviet Union has taken a position
which draws no support from any part
of the non-Communist world. It is los-
ing all of the good will it has created
by its advocacy of a test ban over a
period of years, particularly in the so-
called neutral nations. In my judegment
it is still too early to determine that the
Soviet Union will persist in this com-
pletely negative position. The Geneva
talks, therefore, I respectfully say,
should not be terminated. The United
States must continue to probe and to ex-
plore every possible and reasonable
means for an adequate and effective
agreement. If the negotiations are to
fail the responsibility for failure must
lie with the Soviet Union in its obstinate
and intransigent refusal to reconcile dif-
ferences for a workable program for in-
spection and control.

In judging the progress of the test ban
negotiations it is important to compare
them with other negotiations conducted
with the Soviet Union or the Soviet bloc.
The Korean armistice was reached after
2 years of off-and-on negotiation. The
Austrian peace treaty was finally con-
cluded affer hundreds of meetings. The
Zarubin-Lacy agreement on the ex-
change of persons between the Soviet
Union and the United States was in-
spired by the summit talks of 1955, but
the agreement was not signed until 1958.

This morning it was my privilege to
address the War College. During the
discussion which followed, I answered a
question in reference to the negotiations
on the nuclear test ban. I pointed out
to the gentleman who asked me a ques-
tio as to how long we should continue
such negotiations that Americans must
be prepared for long-run, long-duration,
tedious, and at times very distressing
negotiations when we sit down with the
Soviet representatives. In a rather fa-
cetious, and yet an almost symbolic way,
I said, “It might be a good idea to give
our negotiators a paid-up social security
old-age insurance policy before they sit
down for negotiations.”

The prospects are that the period of
negotiations will be extremely long.
Nevertheless, this is a good use of time
and talent, because in negotiations at
least one has as an objective the solution
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of problems, or at any rate their allevia-
tion, rather than the aggravation of
problems and their further extension.
It seems to me this is a small price to
pay in the quest for a just and enduring
peace. It is a small price to pay for an
attempt to ease international tensions.

So I say that no matter what the issue,
whether it be the crisis in Germany or
Berlin, or whether it be the test ban
question, we must be prepared, first, for
long, tedious, arduous negotiations with
people who are suspicious, who will ex-
amine meticulously every word we say,
and who are ohviously going to do every-
thing they can to negotiate favorably
for the Soviets. We ourselves must be
on guard lest in such negotiations we
despair and therefore seek to obtain an
agreement merely for the sake of an
agreement.

What I am trying to say is that the
agreement must be carefully worked out,
and measured with meticulous detail as
to every point, so that we may know the
agreement has more assets than liabili-
ties.

I am opposed to seeking agreements
merely for the sake of being able to say
that we have reached an agreement,
This has caused us trouble in the past,
and it can cause us trouble in the future.
Better that we should negotiate inter-
minably than to sign agreements which
lend themselves to violation, or to inter-
ests contrary to the national security
and the security of our allies.

I believe that this is a worthy admoni-
tion to any of our negotiators; and it
seems proper that it be stated again and
again in the Senate.

A test ban is a more difficult and deli-
cate agreement to achieve than the
agreements to which I have previously
referred. It lies within the sensitive area
of disarmament, which goes to the very
heart of the international power bal-
ance. It would result in international
inspectors stationed in the United States,
the Soviet Union, and elsewhere for the
purpose of checking on possible violations
of the agreement. This has never before
occurred in either country, or any other
country. We have been seeking disarma-
ment agreements since the immediate
postwar era, and negotiations of one sort
or another have continued intermittently
for 13 years. So Irespectfully say that a
delay of a few more weeks or months
must be viewed with philosophy and pa-
tience, in view of this long history. Per-
haps it would be better to say “philo-
sophical patience.” This is an endur-
ance race, not a sprint.

TEST BAN AGREEMENT—A POLITICAL
BREAKTHROUGH

The test ban agreement could repre-
sent a significant political breakthrough.
We must constantly remind ourselves
that the Geneva negotiations represent
much more than an effort to conclude an
agreement to discontinue nuclear weap-
ons tests. Such an agreement could be
signed quickly, but it would not be ade-
quate. If an agreement to stop nuclear
weapons tests under a trustworthy sys-
tem of inspection and control could be
realized it would be the most significant
political breakthrough in the 13 years of
the cold war. I made this point a year
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ago in a speech on the Senate floor, and
I reiterate it today.

A test ban agreement would alert the
people of the world to the fact that a
small step had finally been taken to pene-
trate the atmosphere of distrust and ten-
sion existing in the world. Our pene-
tration of outer space to date has
progressed much faster than our pene-
tration of the cold war atmosphere on

earth.

The Soviet Union must be reminded
that agreement on a control system to
end nuclear weapons tests will give
promise that other cold war issues might
be removed. But if agreement on a con-
trol system cannot be realized, then the
hope for accommodation on other issues
becomes indefinitely more remote. A test
ban agreement would enable any future
summit conference, or any future foreign
ministers conference, dealing with the
question of European security to be held
under much more favorable conditions
than now is the case.

In other words, if between now and
May 27 a test ban agreement with ef-
fective controls and inspection could be
arrived at that would be satisfactory to
our officials as well as those of the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union,
then, indeed, the prospect for peace and
some kind of equitable adjustments in
the instance of Berlin and Germany
would appear to be much better.

I can think of nothing that would give
the world more hope that there could
be a peaceful and just resolution of some
of the difficulties which currently exist
in the Central European areas than an
agreement, including effective controls
and inspection, on the issue of nuclear
tests. This would be a ray of hope in
1959 that could literally light the world.

Those who want to see some first
step arms control agreement should
make the point as forcibly as they can,
that if a test ban agreement cannot be
concluded because the Soviet Union will
not accept a workable and effective con-
trol and inspection system, then the
world, for the present, may be denied
any agreement on any issue. There are
many who are skeptical that any dis-
armament agreement can be reached in
a period of tension among the major
powers. I recognize that the weight of
history and of logic tend to be on their
side. The Soviet Union, if it persists in
its attitude demanding a veto, will fur=-
nish proof that even a small step can-
not be agreed upon; and if the arms
race is to be slowed down and the ten-
sion is to be removed it must be removed
in other ways. I may add that the
prospects for such an agreement would
then be remote, indeed.

I do not disagree with the skeptics. I
too am skeptical. But I have not yet
given up hope. Five months of negotia-
tion is not a very long period in terms
of negotiating with the Soviet Union.
It is possible that if the Soviets refuse
to budze even a little the talks should
be recessed for a few weeks or a few
months, although even this would be
premature at this time.

FUNDAMENTAL REQUIREMENTS OF A TEST BAN
AGREEMENT

Neither the Soviet Union nor any

other country should have a veto over
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the operations of the control system.
Furthermore, the control system must
include the right of on-site inspection
of unidentified events which might be
suspicious of being nuclear explosions.
The control posts and inspection teams
must be staffed on an international basis
so that all countries will have confidence
that the system is being operated on an
objective and impartial basis, and that
its personnel are motivated toward dili-
gent and accurate fact searching. The
control system must also include pro-
vision for its technical improvement.
Without improvements and adjustments
based on increased knowledge and re-
search the countries of the world will
not learn of additional possibilities as
well as additional difficulties of detec-
tion and identification of nuclear weap-
ons tests. Finally, the agreement on
the discontinuance of nuclear weapons
tests needs to contain procedures by
which the agreement and the control
system will be extended to other coun-
tries and areas in which nuclear tests
might possibly take place in the future.
PRAISE FOR TUNITED STATES NEGOTIATION AT
GENEVA

Mr. President, I wish to say a few
words in praise of the United States
negotiators and the negotiations at Ge-
neva. I have cited what appear to me
to be the fundamental prerequisites of
a treaty to stop all nuclear weapons
tests. The United States negotiators at
Geneva have done a commendable job
thus far in attempting to negotiate with
a difficult and oftentimes intransigent
opponent. Ambassador Wadsworth and
his able associates have stood firm on
the fundamentals I have mentioned
while being conciliatory and flexible on
those points which are not so basic.
Our negotiators have had a particularly
difficult task when one considers the
confusion and bickering which have
gone on back in Washington during
much of the negotiating period. Cer-
tain departments of Government have
been quite vocal in expressing their
doubts regarding the official position of
the United States. But our delegation
has persisted, and I believe it must con-
tinue to persist until the Soviets clearly
show that they are not prepared to sign
an agreement to end all nuclear weapons
tes?s under an effective system of con-
trol.

If the time comes when the last hope
of an effective agreement is removed—
and I believe that time has not yet
come—then the United States must con-
sider what alternatives should be pur-
sued. Two alternatives worthy of very
serious consideration have already been
submitted by two of my distinguished
colleagues on the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Gorel has suggested that the United
States unilaterally decide for a period
of 3 years to stop all nuclear tests in the
atmosphere, and during this period con-
tinue to leave the door open for a ces-
sation of tests under the more difficult
conditions of detection, those under-
ground and at high altitudes. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is to be compli-
mented on his foresight and his imagi-
native proposal.
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The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI
has offered the proposal that the United
States be prepared to negotiate from an
alternative position. He proposes an in-
ternational agreement, as contrasted
with unilateral action, which would ban
atmospheric tests under a system of
control that would necessarily be much
less extensive than an agreement which
covered underground tests. If the Sov-
iets want a less extensive control system,
then a ban on atmospheric tests only
may be the most that can be obtained
at this time. Again, Mr. President, the
Senator from Idaho has made a con-
structive proposal and suggestion relat-
ing to these negotiations.

Both of these suggestions merit very
serious consideration. They might well
be adopted as official policy if it becomes
apparent that the Soviets will not ac-
cept effective control and inspection
over the cessation of all nuclear tests.

SENATE ROLE CRITICAL IN TEST BAN TALKS

The role of the Senate is a very criti-
cal and a very vital role. The sugges-
tions of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Gorel and the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CruUrcH] indicate the earnestness
with which we in the Senate view the
Geneva negotiations, Indeed, other
Senators also have made proposals and
suggestions, and that is all to the good.
Ordinarily members of the Senate could
sit back and simply state that the
Geneva negotiations are a function of
the executive branch, that how they are
conducted and whether they succeed or
fail are not primarily the business of the
Congress. Some might even argue that
congressional suggestions during the
course of negotiations are out of order—
I certainly do not so argue; in fact, I
believe they are very much in order—
and that the Congress should only be
involved in an agreement after it has
been concluded and submitted to the
Senate for ratification.

Mr. President, the time is long past
when the Senate can or should sit idly
by and withhold discussion and con-
structive suggestions on treaties until
engrossed copies are formally submitted.
Obviously the Senate cannot conduct the
negotiations and cannot try to pass ap-
proval or disapproval on each minor
point that is raised. But a treaty on
such a crucial matter as the cessation of
nuclear weapons tests should not be con-
sidered by the Senate on a rubberstamp
basis. On the other hand, we cannot
take lightly the very unfortunate conse-
quences of Senate refusal to ratify such
a treaty once it has been negotiated by
the executive officials and signed by the
executive officials. Therefore, the Mem-
bers of the Senate who are most in-
volved in the question have a duty and
a responsibility to discuss before this
body and before the public, some of the
crucial issues raised in the negotiations.
We cannot abdicate our constitutional
duty to advise as well as to consent on
the making of treaties. That is why
Senator Gore and Senator Crurca have
made such a distinet contribution by of-
fering their proposals to the President
for consideration.
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LETTER OF SENATOR HUMPHREY TO THE
PRESIDENT

In the same spirit, from time to time,
I have also offered suggestions on aspects
of the arms-control problem and par-
ticularly on the suspension of nuclear-
weapons tests. Last Friday I wrote to
the President regarding the Geneva test-
ban negotiations. My point in writing
was twofold: First, I wished to share
with the President some of my observa-
tions on the gross distortions of the re-
cent speech of Premier Khrushchev, a
major part of which dealt with the test-
ban talks. Second, I wanted to suggest
two points which would, on the one
hand, in my opinion, protect the United
States interests and, on the other, show
the Soviets that we are at all times pre-
pared to be reasonable, conciliatory, and
sineere in trying to reach a workable and
trustworthy agreement.

I am sure that my colleagues know
that I give a good deal of time and, I
trust, sincere and serious thought to
these problems relating to disarmament
questions; in fact, to the whole broad
question of our arms policy and related
control measures.

It is in this spirit and with this back-
ground that I address myself to this
rather difficult subject. I ask unani-
mous consent that my letter to Presi-
dent Eisenhower of last Friday be
inserted at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MarcH 5, 1959.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My DEar Mgr. PrESIDENT: As you know I
have been following with intense interest
the negotiations in Geneva to draft a treaty
for the discontinuance of nuclear weapons
tests, Not in 13 long years of effort and
hope has the world been so close to an
agreement, though small in scope, on the
subject of arms control. If these talks fail
it may be difficult to convene future talks
among the major powers on this subject.

It is apparent that at this point in the
Geneva negotiations the Soviet Unlon 1is
demonstrating a highly inflexible attitude.
No indication has yet been given that the
Sovlets are prepared to accept the most fun-
damental principle of a control system,
namely the right of on-site inspection of un-
identified events which could be suspected
of being nuclear exposions. If the Soviets
have in mind a control system in which no
inspection takes place, or if it does, only
after prolonged delay, then it is regretful but
apparently true that they are determined
that no effective control can be a part of any
disarmament agreement. If this is the case,
then the Soviet Government must bear the
responsibility for the failure to realize a first
step to ease the pace of the present arma-
ments race.

Premier Khrushchev, in his recent speech
before representatives of the Kalinin con-
stituency of Moscow, engaged in a gross dis-
tortion of the Western position on the end-
ing of nuclear weapons tests.

For example, Premier Ehrushchev mis-
represented the Western position when he
indicated that since ‘“neither the United
States, nor Great Britaln would agree that,
for example, the Soviet Union should force
decisions upon them which touch upon the
soverelgnty and security of these states * * *
then there Is only one way out—agreement
on decisions * * *.” Is it not true that he
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has already been told by the United States
and the United Kingdom representatives that
we are prepared to submit to the recom-
mendations of the control commission, and
that we are prepared to trust the judgment
and integrity of the countries on the control
Commission?

Mr. Ehrushchev also distorted the facts
when he claimed regarding the staffing at
control posts that the United States and
United Kingdom “want to set up posts on
our territory which would be staffed entirely
by foreigners who would in effect be undis-
puted masters in their zone.” Then he went
on to make the preposterous statement that
“it follows that our entire territory would
be subjected to complete supervision by for-
eigners and, in view of the fact, these for-
eigners would be under the command of
American and Britons forming part of the
NATO leadership, it means that we would
have to hand over our territory to super-
vision by the aggressive NATO bloe.”

Mr. Khrushchev must have been told that
the stafing at control posts will not be com-
posed only of U.S. and U.XK. personnel, I
thought the staffing was to be recruited
from many countries, and that the composi~
tion with respect to nationalities would be
about the same in the United States as it
would be in the Soviet Union. I am under
the impression that the United States is not
suggesting that its territory would be taken
over by the Soviet Union. In fact, in the
Soviet Union, a country of 200 million peo-
ple, it is ridiculous to think that the same
600 members of the control organization,
even if they were all foreigners, could con-
trol that country.

Mr. Ehrushchev must also know that Soviet
representatives would accompany every in-
spection party and that even the transpor-
tation would probably be provided by the
Soviet Union.

According to press reports, Mr. Ehrushchev
now indicates his speech was not to be taken
too seriously, that it was for electioneering
purposes. Nevertheless, his extreme state=
ments do not fill us with the hope that the
Soviet Union sincerely is prepared to end
nuclear weapons tests under an effective
control system.

But, Mr. President, having said these
things about the Soviet position, I do have
some inquiries about the position of the
United States. I am aware that in view of
the unreasonable Soviet position the talks
at Geneva are at a very critical stage. How-
ever, I do think that the world situation is
too grave and too filled with danger to have
us give up too easily at this time.

The people of all nations urgently want
an agreement which may have the effect of
slowing down the armaments race. If an
agreement to stop nuclear weapons tests
under effective inspection and control could
be concluded, I believe it would also enable
any summit conference that may eventually
be held to be conducted in an atmosphere
much less fraught with tension than now
is the case,.

I wonder whether we have explored all the
possibilities which preserve the principle of
effective control on the one hand and on the
other which show clearly to the suspicious
Soviets that espionage and Indiscriminate
inspection are definitely not the purposes of
adequate control.

Both as a Senator and as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Disarmament, I feel that
every possibility must be explored. We must
be sure that no idea worthy of consideration
has been passed over. Senator CHURCH has
made an interesting suggestion if the So-
viets adamantly refuse to accept a control
system for the cessation of all nuclear
weapons tests.

I also have two proposals to put forth.
The first concerns the matter of on-site in-
spection. I would like to inquire whether
the United States has adequately explored
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the idea of placing a ceiling on the number
of inspections that could take place in a
given country or area within a specified
period of time.

When one tries to visualize just how the
inspection and control system would work
in practice the conclusion seems obvious
that only a limited number of on-site in-
spections could take place. An event which
the control posts are unable to identify could
lead to an inspection and this fundamental
right would in itself act as a deterrent to
a potential violator. If all tests were banned,
obviously not every unidentified event could
be inspected. All such events occurring in
areas In which earthquakes do not usually
occur would probably be inspected and this,
I belleve, the Soviet chairman of the confer-
ence of experts, Mr. Federov, admitted would
have to take place. But inspections of un-
identified events in earthquake areas would
need to be on a spot-check basis. If a limit
were placed on the number of inspections per
year, for example, it would be necessary that
the control organ never exhaust all of its
inspections before the end of the period.

Would not a limit on the number of in-
spections on the territory of each of the
nuclear powers and in the areas in which
tests might take place preserve the interests
of the United States and at the same time
clearly indicate to the Soviet Union that we
would not, as Mr. Ehrushchev maintains, be
inspecting all mines, quarries, woods, ra-
vines, and all the rest.

The other proposal concerns voting pro-
cedure in the control Commission., The
present Western proposal, I believe, is for a
7 nation control Commission composed of the
Uniied States, United Eingdom, U.S8S.R., and
4 other countries. Would not our interest be
preserved if the composition of the control
Commission consisted of the United States,
United Kingdom, U.S.8.R., one other country
in the Soviet-Sino bloc, and three neutral
countries? If decisions were made by a
simple majority, each side would need to
pick up two of the three neutrals to order
an inspection.

I am offering these suggestions for your
consideration. If proposed and if subse-
quently rejected by the Soviet Unlion, it
would be, unfortunately, further indication
to the world that the Soviet Union has no
intention of ever letting any inspection take
place.

There are undoubtedly other measures
that could also be explored which might,
assuming a seriousness of purpose on the
part of the Soviet Union, bridge the gap be-
tween the positions of the two sides and still
protect the vital interests of the United
States.

I am fully cognizant that no one measure
will insure the success of the nuclear test
ban talks. It is obvious that other issues
still divide the conference, such as the means
by which the control system would be ex-
tended to other nations which might be
capable of exploding nuclear devices or na-
tions which might permit their territory to
be used for nuclear testing.

Thank you for your consideration of my
letter.

Respectfully,
Husert H. HUMPHREY.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
letter speaks for itself. However, I wish
to amplify slightly two suggestions I
made, and I shall quote from the letter
by way of reference.

PROPOSAL FOR COMPOSITION OF SEVEN-NATION
CONTROL COMMISSION

One of my suggestions deals with the
composition of the control organization
which would be responsible for monitor-
ing the test-ban agreement. The three
nuclear powers have agreed that the
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control organization should be operated
by a seven-nation Commission with the
three nuclear powers serving as perma-
nent members, The United States and
the United Kingdom originally proposed
that the other four members be chosen
by all the nations which signed the test-
ban treaty. Recently the United States
has suggested that the control Commis-
sion be composed of three Western na-
tions, two Soviet bloc nations, and two
neutrals. The Soviet Union has de-
manded that the three permanent mem-
bers have a veto on all decisions of this
Commission. In other words, any one
of the three permanent members would
have a veto. The Soviets argue that the
Soviet Union would be a permanent mi-
nority. The Soviets claim that the
United States would always have a ma-
Jjority of the members of the Commission
and thus the Commission could force its
will on the Soviet Union. We can exam-
ine that complaint.

Members of Congress are familiar with
the problems of majority and minority
rights. No veto as such exists either in
the conduct of the business of the Senate
or the House, but those who have found
themselves occasionally or consistently
out of step with majority opinion some-
times devise ways of assuring that their
views will not be trampled on by what
they consider to be the wishes of a pos-
sibly overzealous majority. This prob-
lem engaged the attention of the men
who met in Philadelphia at our Consti-
tutional Convention in 1787, and it is one
which inspired some of the most thought-
provoking wisdom of the distinguished
statesman, John C. Calhoun.

I do not mean to draw too precise an
analogy here between the conduet of the
business of the Senate and negotiations
with  the Soviet Union. But in nego-
tiating with a country that has been and
probably will continue to be in a minority
position with respect to numbers but will
also continue to wield great political,
military, and economic power in the
world, we have to make a choice. The
choice is perhaps a choice between no
progress toward a test-ban agreement
and some progress based on the concept
of a different composition of the control
Commission.

I add that the second concept would in
no way, in my opinion, jeopardize our
national security.

My suggestion to the President was
that the eontrol Commission might be
composed of the three nuclear powers—
U.S.,, UK., and U.S.S.R.—one other mem-
ber of the Sino-Soviet bloc and three
neutrals. This would put the Soviet Un-
ion on a par with the United States and
Great Britain in terms of numbers, but
it would mean that the balance of power
in the voting of the Commission would
rest with the three neutrals. In order to
achieve a simple majority to make deci-
sions, either side would need to have
two of the three neutral votes. Since
the Commission is supposed to be run
on an impartial and technical basis with
no extraneous political issues included,
the role of the neutral nations in this
case would be proper.

Again, I must underscore that when I
say ‘“‘neutrals,” I mean real neutrals; not
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those who profess a kind of neutrality,
only to find convenient arrangements
with the Soviet Union. I am talking
about the kind of neutrals symbolized by
Sweden and Switzerland, for example.
There are others, but I cite those two
countries on the European scene, for
illustration.

If my suggestion were accepted it
would remove the argument and case of
the Soviet Union to attempt to justify
a veto. The Soviet Union could no longer
contend that it needed protection from a
so-called built-in majority of the West-
ern nations. The majority would in fact
be determined by the neutrals.

Here, again, I underscore the impor-
tance of the word “neutrals;” that this
is not, for example, a control Commis-
sion with neutrals, in which the neu-
trality is not really explicit or implicit.
But we have also seen a country, such as
India, which can act as a neutral sin-
cerely and conscientiously.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should prefer not
to yield at this point.

Mr. KEEATING. I should like to ask
the Senator a question at this point.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should not like
to yield at the moment; I shall yield
shortly.

FROPOSAL FOR CEILING ON NUMBER OF ON-SITE
INSPECTIONS

I now come to my second suggestion.
This covers the point of on-site inspec-
tion of events which have been registered
at the control posts and which might be
suspected of being nuclear explosions.
Analysis of the data registered at the
control posts, particularly if the control
posts contain the most improved and
efficient eaquipment possible, should
usually identify the causation of the
many signals that will be recorded. The
most important and frequent source of
vibrations will be earthquakes occurring
beneath the surface of the earth. In
most cases, it will be a relatively simple
matter to identify these positively as
earthquakes. There will be other occa-
sions when the control posts will not be
able positively to identify the source and
here it is essential to have the right to
send a mobile inspection team to the
area from which the signal arises, in
order to conduct an inspection on the
spot which will enable it to determine
whether the vibrations were caused by a
nuclear explosion.

The Soviet Union claims that the
United States and Great Britain will try
to use the right of inspection to roam
indiscriminately throughout the Soviet
Union to learn its well-hidden secrets.

Here we see the suspicious nature of
the Soviet Union coming to the fore-
front. I know, and every Member of
this body knows, that this is not the
purpose of inspection. It definitely
could not be the purpose of inspection
if the control organization is operated
on an impartial basis. We know also
here that we are willing to yield privi-
leges to others as great as those we de-
mand for ourselves.

As a practical matter there would be
a limit on the number of inspections
that would take place during any given
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period and in a given area. The United
States has already suggested that there
should be some limitation on the num-
ber of inspections which could take
place. This suggestion has been made
in Geneva. My suggestion is that if we
agreed on a ceiling for the number of
inspections this would show that espio-
nage definitely is not our purpose, as we
know it not to be, but it would preserve
the right of spot-checking suspicious
events in a specific number of cases. It
would still make it possible to uncover
speedily a course of conduct in violation
of the treaty.

In my letter to the President I pointed
out that the control Commission would
probably always want to send an in-
spection team to investigate suspicious
and unidentified events in areas in
which earthquakes normally do not oc-
cur. In areas where earthquake activi-
ty is high, inspection would be on a spot-
check basis.

The Soviet Union must accept the
principle that some inspections will be
necessary and that such inspections
must be conducted in an unimpeded
manner—no delays and no redtape.
But there would not and need not be an
unlimited number of inspections.

REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF BERKNER REFORT

Before concluding my remarks, I have
two additional points to make. Both
concern the question of the adequacy of
the control system that was devised last
summer at the conference of experts
with scientists from Western and Soviet
bloc nations.

Mr. President, at this point I yield to
the distinguished Senator from New
York.

Mr. EEATING. I commend the Sen-
ator from Minnesota for discussing this
very serious matter on the floor of the
Senate. I entirely agree with his view-
point that our function is not only to
consent, but also to advise. I feel that
the Senator is performing a constructive

task in bringing our attention to this

problem.

I am a little troubled by the first
suggestion which the Senator made,
concerning the composition of this
group. He suggested that the United
States, the TUnited Kingdom, the
U.S.S.R., and one of the so-called Sino-
Soviet bloe, together with three neutrals,
comprise the group. Did the Senator
have in mind that the U.S.S.R. would se-
lect the other member of the Sino-
Soviet bloc, and that we would agree to
take whoever might be selected?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That would be in
accord with the principle of equality be-
tween two Western nations and two
Communist-controlled nations.

Mr. KEATING. I understand the
principle which the Senator from Min-
nesota is seeking to enunciate; but
would not that be likely to result in
Communist China being the fourth
member of the group?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It could be.

Mr. KEATING. Would not that in
turn involve at least an implicit recog-
nition of Communist China, which
would be contrary to existing policy and,
indeed, contrary to resolutions passed by
Congress?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. No, I think not,
because the same situation would pre-
vail as in the instance of North Korea,
and, as the Senator is aware, we have
negotiated with the North Koreans and
with the Chinese Communists with re-
spect to North Korea.

Mr. KEATING. But would not the
suggestion involve a more formalize 1
body than any the United States has
yet recognized? In other words, would
it not be a step toward the recognition
of Communist China?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It would be a
step toward recognizing Communist
China as a reality, but it would not be
a step toward political recognition of
Communist China on a diplomatic basis.

As a matter of fact, I am not at all
certain that the Soviet Union would se-
lect Communist China; in fact, she
might very well not want Communist
China. The Soviet Union might very
well want to do what she has done in re-
cent talks, namely, choose Poland or
Czechoslovakia. In the surprise attack
conference, it may be recalled, there
were representatives from other Eastern
European countries, but none at all from
Communist China.

It seems to me that we might more
likely expect that it would be an Eastern
European country which the Soviet
would want to have in the group. It
might be a little easier for the Soviet

‘Union to exercise, if I may say so, its

control over a nation less powerful.

Mr. KEATING. I share the views of
the Senator. My guess at the moment
is that the U.S.S.R. might select some
country other than Communist China.

However, in an effort to bring about
the result they are constantly seeking
to achieve, namely, complete recognition
of Communist China—I think it would
be dangerous for us to stick our heads
into a noose, unless we are going to
change our policy; and, personally, I do
not favor doing that—which is what we
would be doing if we agreed to a setup
which foreclosed us from objecting at a
later time to the inclusion of a member
of the Sino-Soviet bloc which the Rus-
sians might seek to include.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The truth is that
today the Soviets are insisting that there
be some equality in terms of the num-
bers on the control Commission. Strictly
from the point of arithmetical logie,
they do have a point.

My feeling is that if there is ever to
be an effective ban on nuclear weapons,
Communist China will have to be in-
cluded.

I have taken up this matter with the
Secretary of State. In fact, the State
Department itself has responded to the
suggestions of the importance of includ-
ing what we call mainland China in an
effective type of control system.

Presently we have been able to devise
inspection systems which operate fairly
well, as regards surveillance over the ex-
plosion of nuclear weapons on the main-
land of China. But I believe it would be
less than responsible, and surely less
than accurate, to say that we can
really have an effective control over the
possible violation of a ban on nuclear
tests if Communist China is perma-
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nently excluded from such an agree=
ment. Furthermore, today our Govern-
ment recognizes that; and it is the offi-
cial position of our Government, as of
this hour, that the treaty we hope will
be ageed to will be open for the inclu-
sion of other nations, including Com-
munist China.

Mr. KEATING. That may be. But I
would question—and I am quite sure the
Senator from Minnesota did not mean to
imply—that the present policy of our
Government is to accept Communist
China on a formal commission.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not at all
sure about that. I would say that today
our policy, insofar as the State Depart-
ment is concerned, and also the Presi-
dent’s policy, is that the nuclear test ban
should cover as many areas as possible.
That leaves the matter “open end,” so
to speak; and it has been made such
intentionally, quite frankly.

I would wish, in the interest of na-
tional security, to see Communist China
covered by some form of inspection. I
do not agree with some persons that
we should recognize her at this par-
ticular time. But if we can negotiate
with the Chinese Communist Ambassador
in Warsaw, as we have been doing day
after day, and also negotiate with the
Chinese Communists in North Korea, I
believe we should consider the possibility
of including the Chinese Communists in
a nuclear weapons test ban, lest they test
the weapons themselves and later have
no hesitaney in using them in some areas
of the world.

Mr. KEATING. But my point with
the Senator is that to suggest——

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not suggest
it.

Mr. KEATING. I realize that, and I
should not have stated the matter in
quite that way. What I mean is that a
suggestion that the Chinese Commu-
nists become a member of the Commis-
sion under this arrangement would seem
to me to be a matter to which we would
wish to give much long thinking before
we would agree to it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Perhaps so.

Mr. KEATING. Of course, the letter
being sent to the President will receive
consideration at policy levels with which
I am not familiar in any way.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In the letter I sent
to the President, I merely stated—and
let me say that I hope I did so in a most
respectful and cooperative manner—
that I believe consideration should be
given to making some adjustments in
the Commission, in the interest of our
own national security.

It follows, as the Senator from New
York has properly pointed out, that my
proposal would include the right to in=
clude on the Commission a second Com-
munist nation—in other words, the So-
viet Union and one other Communist
nation—along with the United Kingdom,
the United States of America, and three
countries that are truly neutral.

It is possible that one of those coun-
tries could be Communist China. I do
not say it should; but I am of the opin-
ion that, sooner or later, the Chinese
Communists are going to pose us a very
serious problem in the field of nuclear
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weapons; and the sooner they are in-
cluded within some kind of control de-
vices, the better off we shall be. So I
suggest that we do so early, rather than
late. But, again, this is a matter for the
negotiators, the State Department, and
the President. My suggestions are not
offered as dicta; but, rather, they are
offered as friendly, helpful suggestions.

Mr. EEATING. I realize that; and
I think the ventilation of this entire
question is all to the good.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator from New York for his very help-
ful and constructive questions and com-
ments.

Mr. President, a few moments ago I
stated that I have two additional points
to make, and that both concern the ques-
tion of the adequacy of the control sys-
tem which was devised last summer at
the conference of experts with scientists
from Western and Soviet bloc nations.
All Members of the Senate are aware
that new data from the Hardtack II se-
ries—a recent atomic test series indicat-
ed that in important respects the con-
trol system, if no improvements were
made in it, would have a more difficult
task than the conference of experts had
anticipated. This point has been dis-
cussed previously in the Senate and in
congressional committees.

We need not wait to see the end of
the negotiations, to render improvements
in the detection system. At the request
of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, a committee headed by Lloyd
Berkner, head of the Space Science
Board of the National Academy of
Sciences, has prepared a report on how

the science of the detection and identifi-

cation of underground nuclear tests may
be advanced and further improved and
refined. That report has been com-
pleted. I suggest that it should be made
public. This document should not be
privileged. The Congress ought to share
in the findings of such an important
group in working on such a ecrucial prob-
lem. I respectfully request the President
not to construe the role of advisers in
such a way that reports such as the
Berkner study are kept guarded within
the confines of the executive branch. I
cannot find any reason why such a re-
port should be classified. We need to see
the conclusions and recommendations of
this distinguished group.
RESEARCH AND PEACEFUL TESTS SHOULD BE CON-
DUCTED NOW ON A MUTUAL BASIS

My other point on the technical side
of this question is that we could, and
should, be conducting research this very
minute, so as to test the worth of the
suggestions made by the Berkner com-
mittee and the corniclusions arrived at last
summer by the conference of experts.
In other words, research on peaceful
tests should continue, and they should
be conducted on a mutual basis. The
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and
the United States have already agreed in
principle to the need for further nuclear
tests for peaceful purposes, which would
include the perfection of the control sys-
tem.

My distinguished colleagues, the
chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, the senior Senator from
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New Mexico (Mr. AnNpERsON), and the
junior Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PasToRE), suggested some time ago that
additional tests be held to check the
reliability of the control system. Their
suggestion should now be acted on in
view of the following:

First. The Berkner report consists of
theoretical possibilities which need to be
tested.

Second. Such tests could be held with
the three nuclear powers participating.
After so many months of negotiation,
both last summer at the technical con-
ference and later at the political confer-
ence, the Western and Soviet scientists
have now become rather well acquainted.
If they planned and jointly earried on a
few tests for research purposes, even the
few remaining doubts about the effective-
ness of the system might be removed.

Mr. President, I am offering these pro-
posals for the consideration of the Presi-
dent, his Department of State, and nego-~
tiators in Geneva.

I am also making my letter public at
this time so that Members of the Senate
may ponder its worth, if any.

It is possible that we who are trying to
find ways to reach a safe and effective
agreement are engaged in an exercise of
futility because in the end the Soviet
Union will not accept a control system
that is effective and workable. But we
do not yet know what will be the final
and irrevocable decision of the Soviet
Government. The negotiations, I re-
peat, have not definitely failed. I re-
spectfully suggest that we should per-
severe and be patient.

In any event, we are not wasting our
time. We could never forgive ourselves
if we failed to exhaust every possibility
in our search for peace. The world looks
to the United States for leadership in
efforts to remove the threat of destruc-
tive war, and we shall be judged by the
vigor, the imagination, and the fair-
mindedness of our work in Geneva, and,

I am sure, in other places, in the years_

to come.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I wish to congratulate
the able Senator from Minnesota on his
address. He has spoken eloquently and
well, particularly with reference to the
desire and the need for disarmament.

Does not the Senator think that a
clearer line of distinetion should be
drawn between disarmament, on the one
hand, and a stoppage of radioactive con-
tamination of the atmosphere, on the
other?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I certainly do, and
I believe that the Senator from Ten-
nessee has made his case very, very ef-
fectively and convincingly.

I should also like to make this dif-
ferentiation between the negotiations
currently under way in Geneva on the
test ban and negotiations on disarma-
ment. Actually, these are not disarma-
ment negotiations in themselves. They
lend themselves toward a reduction of
armaments. They could lend themselves
toward an effective system for future
disarmament agreements. They could
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have a tendency, if the negotiations were
successful, to slow down the what I call
proliferation or the extension and ex-
pansion, of atomic weapons into other
countries., But I think it would really be
stretching the point a bit to call the cur-
rent negotiations disarmament negotia-
tions. I say they adjust the atmosphere
for the possibilities of disarmament.

Mr. GORE. Insofar as the stoppage
of underground tests is concerned, that,
it seems to me, is essentially disarma-
ment, just as would be the stoppage of
further development of missiles and
rockets. The contamination of the
atmosphere does not come from under-
ground explosions, if they are contained.
So I think there is more of disarmament
in the negotiations than the able Senator
has just indicated, although the Rus-
sians refused to consider disarmament.
As the Senator knows, whenever dis-
armament is suggested at Geneva, the
Russians react by blaming us for the
fallout hazard.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I make this one
correction. The issue at Geneva over
disarmament came in a proposal we
made that such an agreement should
be tied in with further disarmament pro-
posals which would be made in the fu-
ture.

I agree with the Senator from Tennes-
see that when weapons technology is
slowed down, it has a tendency to slow
down the arms race, but a country could
still arm itself heavily with weapons it
already had. In other words, the style
and the type of the weapons which so
far have been approved could be ex-
panded and extended. So there is not
really involved disarmament in the sense
of reducing the number of weapons
which are available.

Mr. GORE. But any substantial
agreement for international control of
atomic tests of whatever character
would, I believe, be a major step which
might lead to the taking of other steps.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Absolutely. The
Senator is undoubtedly correct. That is
the importance of such an agreement.

With reference to the proposal of the
Senator from Tennessee concerning the
banning of atmospheric tests, I do not
know whether he had more inside knowl-
edge than did some of us. That is pos-
sible because of the important role of
the Senator from Tennessee on the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy; or it may
have been due to the Senator’s prophetic
vision. But since the proposal of the
Senator from Tennessee—and this state-
ment includes the proposal of the Sena-
tor from Idaho [Mr. CHUrcH], who is
present in the Chamber—a tremendous
amount of new information has been
made available about the danger of con-
tamination by radioactive materials.
The difference in emphasis on this sub-
ject in February and March 1959, as
compared with February and March
1958, is the difference between day and
night. All at once statements by scien-
tists from all over America—even scien-
tists, such as Mr. Libby, who a year ago,
were less than open about the dangers
of strontium 90 and radioactive fallout—
are filling the newspapers every day.
The information as to the potential
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dangers of the pollution of the atmos-
phere comes not from emotionally un-
balanced, but from responsible, actually
working scientists.

Therefore, the two suggestions which
have been made—the proposal of the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel on
a unilateral basis, and the proposal of
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]
on an international basis—emphasize
the concern of the Congress about this
matter. Both suggestions have been
made in a spirit of construetive pro-
posals in order that there might come
out of the conference at Geneva some-
thing worthwhile—not merely an agree-
ment for the sake of having an agree-
ment, but something worthwhile for
humanity.

I am hopeful, and so are the two Sen-
ators to whom I have referred, that we
can get a much broader agreement; but
if we cannot get a broader agreement—
and it is our aim and purpose to get a
broader agreement—then I hope and
pray our negotiators, under the inspira-
tion which has been provided from the
Senate, will proceed forthwith to take
up the possibility of international con-
trol of atmospheric explosions. If the
Russians will not agree to such control,
then, I say to the Senator from Tennes-
see, his courageous proposal is one I
would readily embrace, because it would
indicate that we are taking the politi-
cal and moral lead—and I underscore
“moral lead”—in trying to protect not
only our national security, but the wel-
fare of mankind for generations to
come.

I have been concerned about what I
have been reading from reports of our
scientists, and some reports from
eminent scientists of Great Britain, that
everywhere there is serious concern over
radioactive fallout.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I yield to
the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, I wish
to say at the outset that the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota has
made a signal contribution in the ex-
cellent address he has made this after-
noon. I never think of this problem
without being reminded of a cartoon
which was published several years ago
depicting two falling atomic bombs.
Under these falling bombs stood the
United States and the Soviet Union.
One bomb was falling a little faster than
the other. Both the United States and
the Soviet Union were pointing up to the
falling bombs, and one was saying to the
other, “Look, we are ahead.”

Mr, President, the only way humanity
can move ahead is by having some suc-
cess at the conference table at Geneva,
because assuredly the American people
and the Russian people are breathing
the same air, and assuredly the air is
being poisoned day by day by the rising
levels of radioactivity.

I suggest, therefore, Mr. President, if
there is a place where it is at all possible
for the United States and the Soviet
Union to find a common ground upon
which to negotiate, certainly it ought to
be with respect to the subject currently
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in the process of negotiation at Geneva.
I feel very strongly, as does the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, that
we must not lose this fateful opportunity
to take some forward step in this field.
Even if it should develop that we cannot
achieve all we want at Geneva, let us at
least demonstrate a capacity for flexi-
bility. Let us alter our course if we
must, but let us do our utmost to achieve
something useful, valuable, and mean-
ingful from the conference, in order
that the contamination of the atmos-
phere may come {o an end.

Again I wish to say to the able Senator
from Minnesota he has made a contri-
bution of great importance this after-
noon. I hope his statement will be
seriously studied by the State Depart-
ment and given the attention it war-
rants. I commend the Senator from
Minnesota for his continuing interest
and effort in this field.

If everyone in this land were as much
concerned about this problem as he is,
I think we would be making better prog-
ress. If everyone understood this prob-
lem as well as he, the concern would
be so grave that the Press Gallery would
be filled today, to report a subject of this
great moment, and such a demand would
rise over all the land that our negoti-
ators at Geneva would bend every effort
to negotiate a settlement to bring about
an end to the poisoning of the air.

It was not my intention to make a
speech. I apologize for having done so.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator has
made a good one.

Mr. CHURCH. My purpose in rising
was to commend the Senator upon the
excellence of his address, and to assure
him that in this effort he has my whole-
hearted cooperation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
am deeply grateful to the Senator from
Idaho not only for his very generous
remarks—his overly generous personal
comments—but I am also grateful for
the interest and the leadership of the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI, the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel,
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PasToRrE], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpERSON], and many other Sena-
tors now present on the floor with re-
spect to this very important issue, in
the attempt to find some workable, some
reasonable, some effective and some safe-
guarded type of agreement which will
lend itself toward the easing of inter-
national tensions on the one hand, and,
as has been stated so brilliantly and
movingly today by other Senators, which
will spare humanity from the inevitable
poisoning which will come to the air
from a continuation of this kind of
activity.

It is a great and moving experience,
Mr. President, to realize that the Senate
of the United States—not simply one
Senator who is on a self-styled crusade
of his own, but many Senators—will
take the lead to encourage the Govern-
ment and to encourage our negotiators
to move ahead.

I will say to the Senator from Idaho
that when he spoke about flexibility be-
ing required at this time he touched
upon the real secret of success. It is not
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a flexibility which would set aside our se-
curity at all, but is a flexibility to permit
forward movement, to permit an ad-
vance, and to permit constructive prog-
ress. Whatever may be the results at
Geneva, at least the Senator from Idaho,
the Senator from Tennessee and other
Senators who have expressed themselves
can honestly feel in their hearts that
they have tried.

I think this is very important. I say
to my colleagues, in the months to come
we will see more and more to justify
every word said on the floor today, be-
cause the truth is coming to the fore-
front. Even our President noted yes-
terday, in his very serious press confer-
ence, the dangers of radioactive fallout
in the Northern Hemisphere. I remind
Senators this fallout occurs in the north-
ern regions. Atomic tests have a way
of spewing down fallout rapidly in the
northern regions, where we live, while
the so-called lag period of holding radio-
active particles in the atmosphere far
above the earth for years and years and
years, during which time the particles
lose some of their lethal effect, takes
place not in this area but near the
Equator. We are in the area which
receives the full impaet. Is it any
wonder that we read of strontium 80
in milk, of strontium 90 in wheat, of
strontium 90 in vegetables and in other
products we consume?

Mr. CLAREKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1yield to the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. I wish fo join my col-
leagues in commending the Senator
from Minnesota not only for the
splendid address which he has just
concluded but also for the many contri-
butions which he has made as the chair=
man of the Subcommittee on Disarma-
ment.

It occurs to me that in this, the 86th
Congress, the Senate is truly fulfilling
that constitutional responsibility with
respect fo foreign affairs which all too
long it has allowed to lie unused.

I should like to point out that while
the lead has been taken primarily by
the members of the Committee on For-
eign Relations—and we have an ex
traordinarily able Committee on For
eign Relations—there have been other
Senators who have made contributions
on the great debate on foreign policy,
among them the senior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. KErauvEr] whom I ob-
serve in the Chamber, who made a very
constructive suggestion for a multilateral
organization to coordinate the separate
foreign aid programs of the Western
nations.

I hope our friends on the Foreign Re-

- lations Committee will continue their

efforts to bring about more vision, more
imagination, fresher thinking in our for-
eign policy, as opposed to the relative
sterility and relative inflexibility of the
present administration.

I make this suggestion in all humility:
Would it not perhaps be worthwhile for
the members of the Foreign Relations
Committee to formulate an overall policy
for the Senate, and to bring before those
of us who are not members of that com-
mittee a greater degree of information,
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in order that there may be closer unity
in the Senate with respect to our obser-
vations on foreign policy? I think it is
a fine thing for the senior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. KerFauver]l, the junior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorgl, the
junior Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CaurcH], the senior Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HumpHREY], the junior
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD],
the junior Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Dopopl, and others to come forth
with their very constructive suggestions
with respect to certain aspects of foreign
policy. However, if such suggestions
could be tied together by the leaders in
the Foreign Relations Committee, and
if they could bring to the Senate resolu-
tions and recommendations, I feel that
the influence of this great body would be
even more effectively felt at the other
end of Pennsylvania Avenue.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sena-
tor’s suggestion is very meritorious. The
Senator will be interested to know that
considerable effort is being made in the
Foreign Relations Committee to bring
about the kind of consensus to which he
refers. I have sent to the chairman of
the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions a draft copy of a resolution, in
order to obtain his very well-reasoned
and sound advice. I hope to submit that
resolution, which deals with the entire
area of the nuclear test ban, and points
out the concern of the Congress along
the lines which have been discussed here
today. We have discussed today the
general theme of that particular reso-
lution, but I should like to have the
Senate go on record with an expression
of the views of the elected representa-
tives of the American people of the sov-
ereign States.

My proposed resolution will be given
preliminary consideration in a more or
less private manner by the chairman
and the ranking Republican member of
the committee. Then I should like to
submit it in the regular order, have it
considered by the committee, and re-
ported back to the Senate. I believe this
can be done. However, I do not wish to
offer anything that would jeopardize our
present negotiations.

Tomorrow, or the next day the Senate
meets, I shall present a compilation of
the reports which we have been able to
obtain thus far on radioactive fallout
and atmospheric pollution. I have dis-
cussed this subject with a member of
the staff of our subcommittee. This
compilation would more or less buttress
and underscore the arguments of the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CaurcH], and
other Senators. It will be made a part
of the REecorp, for all to see. I believe
it will represent a rather extensive and
comprehensive research job.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Almost the first speech
it was my privilege to make as a Mem-=-
ber of this body was addressed to the
subject of policy in relation to massive
retaliation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I remember the
Senator's speech.
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Mr. GORE, I questioned its wisdom,
as well as its adequacy and efficacy.

The Senator may recall that I ex-
pressed apprehension that to follow
such a policy would be, so to speak,
placing all our eggs in one basket. We
might be preparing to fight the kind of
war which we might, God grant, never
have to fight. I went so far as to ex-
press the hope that no nuclear bomb
might ever again in my lifetime be
dropped upon a city.

Despite my views to the contrary, we
have proceeded upon the policy of mas-
sive retaliation.

As I listened to the testimony in secret
session in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee day before yesterday, and again,
as I watched President Eisenhower last
evening on television, and heard him say
to us and to the world that there would
be no ground warfare, and that he did
not rule out the possibility of nuclear
warfare, it occurred to me that the Ber-
lin crisis might be the supreme and
ultimate test of the wisdom and effec-
tiveness of the policy of massive
retaliation.

I hope and pray that my apprehen-
sions with respect to that policy are
proved illfounded, I hope it succeeds in
preserving peace and the position of the
free world. If it does succeed, then the
Russians will back down and the posi-
tion of the United States and the West-
ern Powers will be preserved in Central
Europe and throughout the world.

If it does not succeed, then either
there must be some accommodation of
the Russian position by us—I hope not
appeasement—or, God forbid, nuclear
war. I say “God forbid" because, ac-
cording to scientists whom I have heard
testify, there is enough radioactivity in
the nuclear stockpiles of the three nu-
clear powers to make large portions of
the earth uninhabitable.

I am not here saying that I question
the wisdom of the President’'s statement
vesterday. I question the wisdom of
the policy that has brought us to the
point where we must depend upon mas-
sive retaliation with nuclear weapons
alone.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to associate myself quickly, briefly,
and positively with the remarks of the
junior Senator from Tennessee. He has
stated exactly the doubts, fears, and con-
cerns which bother many of us.

Without trying to pass judgment on
the President’s remarks—and I think he
could have said very little else in terms
of our real power—it might have been
better, from my point of view, not to
have said what was said about the
ground forces.

The truth is that the policy which has
been pursued made the comment almost
inevitable. The Senator from Tennessee
has stated the question today in a mov-
ing and persuasive manner.

Often we hear it said that we should
restrain ourselves in foreign policy de-
bates. I believe in responsible debate.
I believe in restrained and responsible
discussion. However, I believe that re-
sponsible debate means discussion. We
need to hear more from members of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
such as the distinguished Senator from
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Tennessee [Mr. Gore] and other mem-
bers. We need to know what the facts
are. The only place where members of
the Armed Services Committee and mem-
bers of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions meet is in this Chamber. Outside
this Chamber we are living in our own
little jurisdictions. One of the troubles
with our foreign policy today is that it
is departmentalized to such a great ex-
tent that there is no adequate synthesis
and coordination either in the legisla-
tive or the executive branches. Yet the
Soviets have a totality of policy within
a totalitarian regime, and they move on
all fronts at once. Everything is related
to everything else. The one place where
we, as Members of the Senate, have an
opportunity to achieve synthesis and co-
ordination of information and policy is
in this Chamber, where we debate, not as
committee members, but as Members of
the Senate, each of us representing his
own constituents, his own State, and his
own points of view.

A Member of the Senate need not be a
member of the Committee on Foreign
Relations to have sound foreign policy
views. There are many Members of the
Senate, not members of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, whose views on
foreign policy are extremely well
grounded. I do not believe that a Mem-
ber need he a member of the Committee
on Armed Services to have views on the
strength of the Nation in terms of our
Armed Forces. We ought to be enlight-
ened enough to receive the views of well-
informed Senators. Some of the best
speeches I have ever heard on foreign
policy were made by Membhers who were
not members of the Committee on For-
eign Relations. That does not mean
that members of a committee are less
informed. It means that some persons
have an unusually good talent and have
an unusual store of information on these
subjects.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I wish
to congratulate the Senator from Min-
nesota once again on his remarks, and
also those of the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, particu-
larly as they relate to the role of debate.
It seems to me that there has not been
enough debate on the floor of the Senate
in recent years about the general di-
rection in which this country is moving.
Perhaps this is because there is so little
disagreement among us as to what that
direction should be. Perhaps it is be-
cause, in the guise of a bipartisan for-
eign policy, we have come to think that
it is somehow unseemly to question the
general direction of our course in the
world at large.

But, Mr. President, whatever the rea-
son may be, it is a very unhealthy symp-
tom. How long has it been since there
has been a general debate on American
foreign policy on this floor? How long?
I submit it has been nearly 20 years.
What is the difference between the par-
ties today as to the direction of our
course? The main argument between
the Democratic Party and the Republi-
can Party seems to pivot on the number
of missiles we ought to build this year or
next year. But, Mr. President, though
I feel very strongly, as do so many of
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my colleagues on this side of the aisle,
that we cannot afford to allow a gap to
develop between our military strength
on the one hand, and that of the Soviet
Union on the other, and although I join
with my colleagues in the indictment
which has been made against the ad-
ministration, particularly as relates to
the missile lag, still there should be an-
other question, and a greater question,
which each of us should be asking our-
selves, and which ought to be the focal
point of debate on the floor: Suppose
we do achieve this terrible parity in
missiles? Suppose we close the gap in
a year or 2 years, where are we headed?
Four or five years from now will we have
100 or 200 intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles set in place, each pointed at a
metropolitan area, or industrial center,
or military bastion in the Soviet Union?
At the same time, will the Soviets not
have 200 or more intercontinental bal-
listic missiles set in place, pointed to-
ward the heartlands of America?

That is indeed the prospect. Whereas
a few years ago, when we were thinking
of an attack by Russia in terms of inter-
continental bombers, with 8 hours or 10
hours of warning time, today we are
thinking in terms of intercontinental
ballistic missiles, with the warning time
reduced to 15 minutes. Our technicians
and Soviet technicians in 4 or 5 years
will be sitting before their radar screens.
Is there one among us who does not be-
lieve that these men are fallible? Is there
one among us who does not believe that
the day will come when one of fhese
technicians, sitting before his radar
screen, is going to make a mistake? Isit
not a mathematical certainty that a mis-
take will be made, given sufficient time?

When the mistake is made, there will
be 15 minutes for decision. If the mis-
take takes the form of assuming that an
attack has been launched against the
United States, then within 15 minutes a
hundred or more intercontinental mis-
siles will presumably be launched, and
within the hour 40 to 50 million people
may die. Then an awful retaliation oc-
curs.

Oh, Mr. President, this is not a night-
mare. This is not an idle fanecy. This
is what we are facing, like a ship with its
tiller locked and moving in the current
toward the maelstrom. That is the
specter we are facing., But we do not
talk about it.

I have listened for a long, long time
to eminent spokesmen in the field of
diplomacy, in my party and in the Re-
publican Party, as they recite that the
purpose of our whole course of action in
the world is to build positions of strength
from which to negotiate. However, I
have not heard one of them specify what
we ought to negotiate for.

That is the unspoken thing. When
the time comes, just as we are faced to-
day with the impending crisis at Ber-
lin, when negotiation confronts us as a
necessity, will there be a real debate
on the floor of the Senate as to what
form the negotiation should take? We
must begin to think about the areas
within which we should be prepared to
negotiate. We must think and talk
about how to free the tiller to move our
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ship of state out of the current which
is leading us into the maelstrom.

Geneva is the starting point. It is
the place where it is possible that the
first step may be taken. Any progress in
this difficult field will be made in little
steps, not by grandiloguent designs.

That is why it is so important that
our negotiators be prepared to do their
utmost, and prepared to take whatever
alternative course may be necessary in
the public interest, keeping the national
security of this country in mind, to
make that first step possible at Geneva.

Once more I wish to commend the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota.
If we bring the same resolve to the con-
ference table which he has demon-
strated on the floor today, I am sure we
will make that first step.

Such might well prove fo be the cru-
cial occurrence of this century, for if we
once begin to move out of this dreadful
current, there is hope. if we remain
in it, there is no hope. The atomic war
one day will come, because for the first
time in the history of man such a
catastrophe becomes possible through
accident. Surely the law of mathe-
matical averages makes that accident
nearly inevitable, given the necessary
time.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I might add that
as weapons become more broadly ac-
cessible, as more nations are brought
into the atomic field, and as more na-
tions develop their missiles and war-
heads, we will not know from which di-
rection the attack comes. The question
then will be: Against whom do we re-
taliate? What an unforgivable error it
will be if we retaliate against the wrong
country.

I thank the Senator from Idaho. Mr.
President, I yield the floor.

PASSAGE BY HOUSE OF REPRESENT-
ATIVES OF HAWAITIAN STATE-
HOOD BILL

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I rise
to make an announcement which I know
will be of interest to all Senators. The
House of Representatives has just passed
the Hawaiian statehood bill by a vote of
323 to 89.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let
me join the Senator from New York in
complimenting the House of Representa-
tives on its prompt and expeditious ac-
tion. I should like to be privileged,
along with the Senator from New York,
to extend to Hawaii the warm greetings
and felicitations of all of us in the Con-
gress who are in favor of statehood for
Hawaii. Nothing could make my heart
any happier today than this announce-~
ment, because surely the people of
Hawaii are the finest kind of Americans,
and they have long deserved the oppor-
tunity to be members of the great and
wonderful system which we call the Fed-
eral Union.

So I am delighted, Mr. President; this
is wonderful news. I am confident that
the President will sign the bill as soon as
it reaches the White House.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should
like to join in the congratulations and
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hearty good wishes to the new State of
Hawaii.

Mr. HUMPHREY. As a result, our
country is all the stronger.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (S. 50) to provide for the admis-
sion of the State of Hawaii into the
Union.

DOCTOR L. M. DONALSON CHOSEN
1960 PRESIDENT OF LINCOLN
COUNTY, TENN., MEDICAL ASSO-
CIATION

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
wish to call attention to a fine and well-
deserved honor which has been accorded
Dr. L. M. Donalson, of Fayetteville,
Tenn. Dr. Donalson came to Fayette-
ville in 1932 with a 98-cent medical bag
and a diploma from Meharry Medical
College in Nashville. In those hazd de-
pression days he began his long service
of ministering to the medical needs of
his fellow Negroes.

Dr. Donalson has been chosen by his
fellow colleagues—all of them white—
as the 1960 president of the Lincoln
County Medical Association. His re-
sponse was typical of the modest and
self-effacing service he has rendered his
community. He said:

I'm just a country doctor, trying to make
a living.

I think Dr, Donalson’s unselfish record
and the honor he has been accorded is
a wonderful testimony to him and to men
of both races in a time when anger and
emotion seem frequently to confuse
issues.

I commend Dr. Donalson for his great
human achievements, and his colleagues
for their recognition of them.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee.

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR
GUFFEY

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, many
of our present colleagues served in the
Senate with Joseph Guffey, and knew
him far better than I did.

A few days ago the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. HiLL] had occasion to recall
many of the happy incidents of Senator
Guffey’s career in this body. I am sure
that all the Members who served with
him join me in expressing to his family
and to his many friends our sincere
sympathy at his passing.

THE UNEMPLOYMENT SITUATION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr.
President, during the past 2 days, my
distinguished senior colleague from West
Virginia [Mr. RanporpH] and I have
been making to this body a series of ad-
dresses on the gravity of the economic
distress which grips our Nation’s areas of
chronic unemployment. We have based
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these addresses on the severe conditions
in our own State of West Virginia, which
were studied last week in 3 days of de-
pressed-areas hearings, which I con-
ducted as a member of the Subcommittee
on Production and Stabilization. In our
addresses we have dealt with numerous
programs, now before the Senate, which
we feel might be undertaken to bring
both temporary and lasting relief to the
stricken regions.

Today, however, I should like to di-
rect my remarks almost entirely to one
piece of proposed legislation, which calls
for a new program. I believe this
measure relates to the most important
domestic matter that will come before
this 1st session of the 86th Congress.

I am speaking, of course, of the area
redevelopment measures—and, more
specifically, of Senate bill 722, introduced
by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouG-
1as], and cosponsored by 38 other Sen-
ators.

It is my devout belief that today our
Nation’s need is so great that only a
measure as forceful and far-reaching as
this one is capable of achieving the de-
sired purpose—namely, that of stimu-
lating the growth of new industry in
depressed areas and of bringing a healthy
supply of new employment to the suf-
fering communities where hunger and
privation now haunt many families.

In support of my belief, I could quote
statistics at great length. I could draw
upon the record of our public hearings
in West Virginia, and could cite figures
to show that 13.6 percent of the State’s
labor force—or 1 out of 8 persons—is un-
employed. I could state that this rep-
resents 90,000 jobless men and women—
of whom 53,000 now are receiving unem-
ployment benefit payments, with the rest
getting nothing at all. I could point out
that each month 278,000 of West Vir-
ginia’s people are standing in line to re-
ceive small rations of Government sur-
plus foods, and that more than 20,000
others are eligible for these foods, but
have not been able to receive them. I
could recount testimony to show that
hundreds of small businesses have failed,
because retail sales have slumped as
much as 35 percent in some areas. I
could point out that, in the past 8 years,
the number of coal-industry jobs avail-
able to miners in West Virginia has fallen
from 120,888 to 44,237.

All these statistics I could recite to
show that lingering, chronic employ-
ment has laid a heavy hand on the eco-
nomic well-being of my State, and that
thousands of desperate men and women
are prayerfully waiting for something—
anything—that would make new jobs
available to them, so that they might
again support their families.

But in dealing entirely with statistics
and figures, sometimes the urgent human
meaning of the problem can be missed.
For that reason, I should like to read a
brief passage from the record of the
testimony taken at one of the hearings I
conducted last week in West Virginia.
The hearing was held at Beckley, a me-
dium-sized city in the south-central
portion of the State; and the witness was
the Honorable Howard B. Chambers,
sheriff of nearby Mingo County.
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Sheriff Chambers, a down-to-earth
man who knows his people and their
conditions, pointed out that 41 percent
of the population of his county is—due
to destitute circumstances—eligible to
receive surplus commeodities. That is 41
percent—nearly half of the persons in
a county of 47,409 population—who are
so desperate that they must depend
entirely upon meager amounts of Gov-
ernment commodities for their suste-
nance.

Then the sheriff continued—and I
quote further from the record:

The conditions in Mingo County are that
they mechanized so much in the mines that
they are laying off people, and then these
people draw out their unemployment com-
pensation and they are down on starvation.
They go and apply for DPA—

That is to say, the department of pub-
lic assistance benefits. Then the sheriff
said:

They in turn send them to a doctor, and
if they are well enough to work, they can-
not get any assistance at all. I have run on
people and talked to people that actually
broke down and cried. One woman, whom
I met yesterday, was on starvation. Her
husband is healthy, but he cannot find work.
He has been in other States, and they tell
us that other States have the same condi-
tions, and that they want to take care of
their own people. The men are out hitch-
hiking, hoboing on the freight trains, walk-
ing the roads with their shoe soles worn out,
and they cannot get any assistance at all.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
hesitate to interrupt the continuity of
the compelling presentation which my
colleague from West Virginia is making.
I would ask, however, for time to submit
a unanimous-consent request in connec-
tion with the particular point being
made.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am
glad to yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
Charleston Daily Mail, through its lead
editorial of March 9, has indicated what
Senator Byrp has so well stated—
namely, that this problem—acute as it
is in the State of West Virginia—is not
confined to the hills and valleys, the
mining region where heavy pockets of
unemployment exist in West Virginia.
As the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark], who now has risen to his feet,
well knows, conditions are not good,
within the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
yania.

The editorial is entitled “The State’s
Problems, Acute as They Are, Are Not
Typical of West Virginia Alone.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp that editorial, which sets forth
the need for an awareness of this prob-
lem.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Charleston Daily Mail, Mar. 9,
1959]

THE STATE'S PROBLEMS, ACUTE AS THEY ARE,

ARE Nor TYPICAL OF WEST VIRGINIA ALONE

The problems of automation, technologi-
cal unemployment, surplus commodities and
so forth are not peculiar to West Virginia.
In fact and while they dominate the eco-

3997

nomic horizon of West Virginia its problem
is not even the most acute or widespread.

Representative Joun Stack of the State's
SBixth District has obtained from the U.S.
Department of Agriculture a summary which
shows clearly that this complex byproduct of
what is otherwise a substantial economic re-
covery has national proportions. In 24 of
the 49 States there are 210 counties where 15
percent or more of the population is receiv-
ing surplus commodities as “needy persons.”

West Virginia does not have the largest
number of these counties. EKentucky, Okla-
homa and Arkansas are all more poorly sit-
uated, and Pennsylvania and Tennessee are
close. Neither does West Virginia have the
largest percentage of its population in this
state of dependency. The ratio is higher in
Tennessee, Kentucky, Louisiana and Okla-
homa. Indeed, the average for the 210 coun-
ties is 21.8 percent. West Virginia has some
counties where the ratio is higher than this,
but the figure for the State is only 15 per-
cent,

Representative Srack insists that this puts
a different light upon the problem, and we
think he is correct. For it is one thing to
say, as many do, that West Virginia is sim-
ply going through an adjustment, but it is
quite another when this adjustment em-
braces wide areas of Pennsylvania, Michigan
and New York as well,

Whether or not the surplus commodities
list is a precise measure of the Nation's eco-
nomic status, the fact remains that 5,220,000
of the Nation's population are now drawing
surplus commodities. ?

This is not just a revolution in the coal
business, which is the shape it takes in West
Virginia, It is a sign of trouble for the
whole of the American economy, and it de-
serves far more attention than Congress and
the administration have been giving it.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President,
again I am constrained to speak with
vigor about the necessity—which is rec-
ognized by the capable junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Byrpl—to
alert the membership of this body to the
problems of unemployment, not only in
Wt:i;t Virginia, but in the Nation as
well.

Mr. CLAREKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HarT in the chair). Does the Senator
from West Virginia yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I have been very much
interested in listening not only to the
splendid address being made by the jun-
ior Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, but also to the most interesting
comments made just now by his col-
league, the senior Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RanpoLPH], with respect
to the area redevelopment bill.

I have the privilege of serving on the
Banking and Currency Committee's
Subcommittee on Production and Sta-
bilization, which heard the testimony
with respect to Senate bill 722; and I
also had the privilege of participating
in the deliberations of the full commit-
tee which resulted yesterday in the re-
porting of the bill.

I can testify—and I am happy to do
so—with respect to the very vigorous
and helpful part the junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr, Byrp]l took in
all those deliberations. I believe he is
particularly to be commended for hav-
ing gone into the field and for having
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heard, throughout West Virginia, testi-
mony with respect to the plight of his
State’s unemployed and the help this
bill could give them.

I recall to the minds of both my good
friends from West Virginia the fine tes-
timony which was given by their col-
league in the other body, Representative
Ken HecHLER, who brought a tape re-
cording before the Senate subcommitte,
and gave it the benefit, by ear, of the in-
terviews he had conducted with unfor-
tunate unemployed citizens of West Vir-
ginia, their wives, and their families, in
order to dramatize—if that were
needed—the plight of those unfortunate
American citizens.

I can say, in response to the sugges-
tion of my friend the senior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLPH]
that we in Pennsylvania are in almost
equally difficult circumstances. As we
read the latest figures, there are 508,000
Pennsylvanians walking the streets, look-
ing for work which they cannot find.
We find, in Fayette County, in south-
west Pennsylvania, not far from the
West Virginia border, 25 percent of our
labor force is unemployed.

The situation is little, if any, better in
the anthracite, hard coal, regions of
nertheast Pennsylvania; in the railroad
towns, such as Altoona and Tyrone, in
Blair' County; along the line of the
Pennsylvania Railroad; and in other
areas served by the Reading, the Lehigh,
the Erie, and the Lackawanna railroads.

We have in the great steel town of
Johnstown, in Cambria County, a piti-
able situation of unemployment, which
is being, only temporarily and to a slight
extent, alleviated by the temporary in-
crease in steel employment, which I
fear will fall off again the end of June.

Mr. President, we in Pennsylvania,
with one out of every nine of our labor
force unemployed, with 11 percent,
across the State, of our labor force un-
employed, certainly welcome the splen-
did help that the two Senators from
West Virginia are giving us to push this
much needed bill through the Senate.

I had the privilege of serving in the
85th Congress. I know the fine efforts
which were made by so many fine Mem-
bers of the Senate in getting a bill, in
many respects identical with the bill
which was ordered reported to the Sen-
ate yesterday, out of the committee and
to the Senate.

I know our majority leader is com-
mitted to having this bill acted upon
at the earliest possible moment. We
have splendid bipartisan support from
the other side of the aisle, in that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLnl
and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CooPeR] are cosponsors of S. 722, Iam
very hopeful the Senate will pass the
bill before the Easter recess. I hope
when it reaches the other body of Con-
gress it will remain substantially intact,
and that when the President has it on
his desk he will reconsider the ill-
advised action he took last year, and
will think a little more of human misery
and compassion, and have a little less
sterile thinking of a budget balanced
at $77 billion with which he seems to
be so obsessed at the present time. But

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

in the unhappy event the President shall
adhere to the same action he took last
year, I hope the Congress of the United
States will stand up in all its majesty
and pass the bill over his veto, for the
bill is needed to give the unemployed
people of the depressed areas of Penn-
sylvania, West Virginia, and a score of
other States the assistance which they
are entitled to ask from the Federal
Government.

I thank the Senator for his courtesy
in yielding to me.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Pennsylvania for his
very excellent contribution. I have had
the opportunity, since coming to this
body, to observe the diligence, the inter-
est, the loyalty, and the faithfulness
which he applies to this kind of legisla-
tion.

In serving on the committee with him,
I have been truly inspired by his knowl-
edge of the situation and by the talent
which he has exerted in an effort to
bring some kind of proposed legislation
out of the committee that might deal
effectively with this situation. Iam very
pleased that yesterday the committee
took the action it took.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield
to the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, at
12:08 p.m. today, over the United Press-
International News ticker, these words
were placed before the people of Amer-
ica who will read this dispatch:

Unemployment increased by 25,000 to a
total of 4,749,000 last month. The Govern-
ment said the change was so small that it
was insignificant. Employment also rose
16,000 to 62,706,000 in February. A joint re-
port by the Labor and Commerce Depart-
ments said the stability marked the usual
pause between heavy winter cutbacks in jobs
and the normal spring pickup in the econ-
omy.

Now, Mr. President, we find in the
story the words, “The Government said
the change was so small that it was in-
significant.” I reiterate the word “in-
significant.”

Mr. President, the loss of one job is not
insignificant. The loss of a hundred
jobs is not insignificant. Certainly the
loss of 25,000 jobs within a month is not
insignificant. One job is worth while.

I am afraid that this is the attitude
within the thinking of too many persons
who hold responsible leadership in the
administration at the present time. I
do not want to wave the flag. I do not
want to overdramatize this situation.
But the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrp] is discussing unemployment, con-
tinued unemployment, with workers in
the State of West Virginia losing their
jobs month-by-month. And when we
find a statement that the change of 25,-
0000 less men and women at work is
insignificant, it comes with ill grace to
the men and women of West Virginia
who are in immediate need of assistance.

If my colleagues will indulge me this
further comment, I hope I am not too
vigorous in my denunciation of the de-
partments of the Federal Government
which, through their spokesmen, would
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indicate that the loss of jobs, regardless
of how few they may be, is insignificant.
Such an attitude ill becomes a nation in
which human resources must ever have
the utmost consideration.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
my senior colleague. Ishare in the fears
that he has so ably expressed.

Mr. President, I quoted from the testi-
mony that was given to the Subcommit-
tee on Production and Stabilization of
the Senate Committee on Banking and
Currency by the sheriff of Mingo
County; and I am sure that his state-
ment, as I have quoted it, sounds
familiar. It sounds as though it might
be a description of conditions in the de-
pression years of the early thirties. Al-
though the causes of unemployment in
Mingo County today are not the same
as those of the 1930’s, the reason today
being primarily mechanization of the
mines and losses in coal sales, it makes
little difference to those helpless people
who are vietims of uniemployment.

I wish to continue, Mr, President, with
the words of Sheriff Chambers:

One fellow I have known for 30 years, an
honest man. He has had a big family. And
he had worked in this mine for 30 years.
He came into my office. He had been over
to apply for public assistance. They told
him that he was able to work, that they could
not allow it to him. Most of his kids have
left home. He and his wife are starving to
death, They do not have anything in the
house.

This fellow tells me that they have cut him
out from the mines just recently, that they
have put a new piece of machinery in there.
He was a machinist, working on a loading
machine or something similar inside the
mines. He worked on different types of
machinery. They want young men in there
now. They sald that he ecould not qualify
to run this piece of machinery. “Well,'"" he
says, “give me a chance.” They said, “You
can’t run it.” He says, “Give me a chance.”
“We can't use you. You can't run this type
of machinery.” “I have run other machin-
ery,” he says. Well, they will not give him
a chance. They cut the man off. He is 53
years old.

Nowadays around the mines and the min-
ing communities, these companies do not
want an old man who has devoted his life-
time. Their fathers before them have de-
voted their lifetimes to the coal mining in-
dustry.

In my county I would say that half the
population there do not know anything else
but mining. They were brought up that
way. Some of them have mnever gone to
school. But they know machinery. They
are good, honest people, and they know how
to work.

I think this program that you, Senator
Byrp, and you, Senator RANDOLPH, are on,
will help tremendously there in that section.

Mr. President, do these words not
bring home the painful truth of what is
happening today?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ran-
poLrH in the chair). Does the Senator
from West Virginia yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If the
Senator will withhold for just a moment,
I shall be happy to yield to him.

This is what is happening and what
has been happening for years in our
Nation’s regions of chronic unemploy=-
ment. Do these words not emphasize
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the terrible need of the people—and even
more so, the desire of the people—for a
bold Government program that will make
new employment available to them?

I shall read just a few more sentences
from the transcript of Sheriff Chambers’
testimony. At another point, I asked him
if he had found any evidence of husbands
and wives intentionally separating so
that the wives and children would be
eligible for State welfare benefits, and
he replied:

I have had men come in my office and ask
me to swear out a warrant or have the wife
do it in order to get them (the wife and
children) on DPA. On one occasion the guy
did EO in there. His wife swore out a warrant
for nonsupport. ¥You show it to the depart-
ment of public assistance, and of course,
they sign her up.

At another point, the sheriff said:

Crime is on the increase in my county.
And they are not stealing money. They are
stealing food in my- county.

And later, he said:

I know in my county, moonshine is on the
increase. * * * No other means of making
a living. The people have turned to moon-
shining. It is tremendous in my county.

And then he said:

I ran on a situation yesterday. It is in
another coal-mining community where the
companies have told those people to vacate
the houses by April 1, and that is going to
affect approximately 1256 men in Red Jacket
Hollow alone. They are asking them to va-
cate because there is no rent coming in.
The mine operations of the whole hollow are
closed down. The company intends to tear
the houses down. But these people have
nowhere to go, nothing to go in if they could
go somewhere. If they canot pay rent there,
they sure cannot pay it anywhere else.

At this point, I asked the sheriff if he
believed that the dislocated workers could
solve their problem by migrating to other
areas, and he replied:

No, sir; I do not think that is the an-
swer. * * * You have got to do something
in your own State where the people born
and raised in this State do not know any-
thing else but mining. And this bill—I
looked at it—(he was referring here to S, 722)
would bring something in here and educate
these people to other types of work, which
is going to be the only salvation I can see.

Mr. President, these words I have
quoted are not scholarly rhetoric, but
they tell very eloquently the human story
of the desperate needs and prayerful
hopes of those men, women, and children
who are trapped today in America’s
pockets of lingering joblessness.

These people are crying out to us to-
day. They are fervently asking, not for
a free Government handout, but for a
chance to go back to work, and once more
earn their way as productive American
citizens, This plea is evident, not just
in the testimony of Sheriff Chambers,
but throughout the thousands of words
of testimony which have been gathered
in West Virginia and in other depressed
areas,

Mr. President, I now am happy to yield
to my delightful friend from Wisconsin
for his comments.

Mr. PROXMIRE. FirstI wish to com-~
mend the junior Senator from West Vir-
ginia for an eloguent and extremely
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timely speech on a bill which, I agree
with the Senator, is enormously impor-
tant. I think it is one of the most im-
portant bills for consideration at this
session of Congress.

I believe the point the Senator from
West Virginia is making, which is most
compelling, and the point which he made
so well in quoting the testimony of
Sheriff Chambers, is that this is a differ-
ent kind of unemployment from the kind
with which we are dealing under the un-
employment compensation program, or
perhaps under the monetary policies or
fiscal policies or by other kinds of gov-
ernmental action. This is not a sea-
sonal unemployment, which is going to
be taken care of in the coming months
as summer activities and outdoor activi-
ties step up. This is not a cyclical kind
of unemployment, which will be taken
care of as the business cycle sweeps
ahead.

As the Senator from West Virginia
pointed out so well, this unemployment
really cannot be solved by having people
migrate from the only place they know,
from their home community where they
have roots. This is a chronic unemploy-
ment situation, and the only way it can
be solved is by bringing in new industry
and, as I understand the situation, by
assisting the people who want to work
and who have demonstrated their char-
acter and ability in the past but who
simply need ftraining and education,
which can be provided quite simply and
quite inexpensively in many, many cases.

I think the bill which the Senator from
West Virginia is supporting so eloquently
is enormously important not only to
West Virginia and Pennsylvania but also
to my State. The State of Wisconsin at
the present time is fortunate, in that the
rate of unemployment is below the na-
tional average. However, we have some
areas in the northern part of our State
which have been depressed areas in the
past, and which in the future, would be
benefited by passage of this kind of bill.

I think it is necessary that all citizens
and all Senators, regardless of the State
from which they come and regardless of
the relative prosperity, should recognize
the kind of problem the Senator from
West Virginia is describing so well,
chronic unemployment, caused by a very
serious, long term, permanent depression
in a significant industry, which ean
really only be solved on a national basis
and can only be solved if we have the
heart and the sympathy and the human
g;}{:lerstanding I think is embodied in the

ill.

I commend the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for an excellent speech and I am
happy to give him all the support I can.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin. He is ex-
actly correct in saying that it is not sea-
sonal unemployment that has blighted
my State.

West Virginia is the greatest bitumi-
nous coal-producing State in the coun-
try. In 1923, 704,000 coal miners were
employed in this country. Now there
are fewer than 200,000 miners working.
West Virginia has based its economy on
this one industry, we might say. Even
though it is a great agricultural State,
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yet its economy has been geared to the
coal industry. Mechanization in that
industry has come to stay.

Mr. PROXMIRE., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think the point
the Senator from West Virginia makes
is an excellent point. As he says, the
economy of the State is geared, and has
been geared, to mining. While there
are agricultural and service industries,
the agriculture of the area and the serv-
ice industry of the area depend for their
prosperity upon mining. So when tens
of thousands of miners are laid off in
West Virginia, the effect on small busi-
ness, the effect on agriculture, and the
effect on virtually all industry, is serious
and most damaging.

I think the point the Senator from
West Virginia makes in this respect is
most important and most compelling.
This is not merely a problem of doing
something about the coal industry. It
is a problem of getting new industry in
the State, in order that the service in-
dustry and other industries which have
found employment by meeting the needs
of coal miners may again furnish em-
ployment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Exactly.
There was a time when 100 percent of
all the coal produced was produced by
hand loaders. Today more than 90 per-
cent of the coal produced is produced
by machinery. It is very high-cost ma-
chinery.

One continuous loading machine costs
perhaps $125,000. One of the great
power shovels which can scoop up 90
tons at a bite costs perhaps $2'2 million.
With such great expenditures for plant
and equipment, I am confident that the
mines in West Virginia and elsewhere
will never again see great numbers of
hand loaders and great numbers of
miners employed—men who once earned
their bread and butter working in the
bowels of the earth to bring out the
black diamonds.

If we cannot expect the mining indus-
try to employ those workers, it will be
necessary, as the Senator from Wiscon-
sin has so ably pointed out, to make
possible the diversification of the econ-
omy and the location of new industries.

Those people are in debt. They are
unable to migrate elsewhere. They have
no money with which to purchase bus
tickets. They do not have the money
for board and lodging in some distant
city. They are tied to the spot, as it
were; and it is imperative that we take
action quickly to make it possible for
them again to take their place in society.

I see in Senate bill 722 the instrument

whereby this can be done.

Mr. RANDOLPH., Mr. President, will
my colleague yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield
to my colleague.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The persuasive ar-
gument which the junior Senator from
West Virginia has been making this af-
ternoon, and the emphasis he has placed
upon the needs of the miners for other
employment because of mechanization
within the mines and the automation
which has taken place, which has
changed the character of production,
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lead me to make this observation: I won-
der if it would not be appropriate at this
point to indicate to Senators who are in
the Chamber, and to those who will later
read what the Senator is saying, the pro=
vision within Senate bill 722 with re-
spect to the retraining of workers. I be-
lieve this feature of the proposal is most
important.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. In an-
swer to the question of the senior Sena-
tor from West Virginia, Senate bill 722
provides that the Secretary of Labor shall
determine the vocational training or re-
training needs of the unemployed indi-
viduals residing in the areas designated
by the administrator of the new agency
as industrial redevelopment areas, or
rural redevelopment areas.

After the needs have been determined,
the Secretary of Labor, when he finds
that additional facilities or services are
needed in such an area, will then advise
the Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and the
Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare will provide as-
sistance, including financial assistance
when necessary, to the appropriate State
vocational education agency in order to
furnish additional training and services.

If the Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare should
find that the State agency is unable to
provide such services and facilities, then
the Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare may,
after consultation with the State agency,
provide for the facilities and services by
agreement or contract with public or
private educational institutions.

I feel that this is one of the most im-
portant features of the bill. As the Gov-
ernor of West Virginia, who happens
to be a member of the opposite political
party, so well stated when he appeared
before our subcommittee in West Vir-
ginia, this is one of the most important
provisions of the bill. He indicated his
strong support of it, and of the provision
for subsistence payments; and one after
another of his departmental heads who
followed him supported his testimony as
they indicated vigorously that they be-
lieved this provision of the bill to be
very necessary if we are to help those
people prepare themselves to take their
place in the new industries which may
be encouraged to locate in the State.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my colleague further yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The junior Senator
from West Virginia has mentioned the
comment by the Governor of West Vir-
ginia in reference not only to the feature
providing for retraining of workers, but
also the need for a positive approach in
the matter of subsistence payments. I
believe that at this juncture in the Sen-
ator's remarks it might be well for him
to indicate the action within the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency with
reference to subsistence payments—an
action which I believe was taken yes-
terday, when the bill was reported with
an amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yester-
day the committee took action to extend
from 13 weeks to 16 weeks the period
during which subsistence payments may
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be made. The original provision in the
bill was for 13 weeks.

In regard to the question of retrain-
ing of dislocated workers, I should like
to quote at this time a statement which
was made by a Mr. Hunter Bennett, a
very capable attorney in western West
Virginia when he appeared before our
subcommittee during the hearings at
Morgantown.

He said:

I am very doubtful that any new indus-
try is going to come to Lewis County unless
some arrangements can be made to train
the workers to work in the industry so that
the industry does not have a large training
bill to pay itself,

Then I said:

Mr. Bennett, you are a native of Lewis
County?

Mr. Bennett replied:
That is correct; yes.

Then the following colloquy occurred:

Senator Byrp. You are an attorney in
Lewis County?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes,

Senator Byrp. You have indicated this
evening that industries have failed to locate
in your county because of the fact that they
are not able, or at least they are not will-
ing, to expend the moneys required to re-
tain the available labor in your county for
the types of jobs that would have to be done
were those industries to locate there?

Mr. BENNETT. In my opinion, that is
correct.

Mr. President, I should also like to
bring to the attention of the Senate
today an excerpt from a report which
was filed by Dr. Laird, of Montgomery,
recently, because I think it is pertinent.
In his report, the doctor said:

On December 8 a man was brought to
the hospital in a state of absolute collapse,
He was hardly more than a skeleton covered
with skin. The emaciation was absolutely
shocking. The dlagnosis was starvation.
He was almost completely dehydrated. After
24 hours’ hospitalization, he was still
weak and almost helpless, even though intra-
venous feedings were being administered.
A few days after admission he died. The
cause of death was recorded as starvation.

This case is a reminder to us that in these
days of acute deprivation we owe a duty
to unfortunate individuals like this. They
are victims of the depressed business cycle,
and challenge all our interest and concern.

The number of patients who are being
classified as guests is steadily iIncreasing.
The situation of many of these people is
desperately pitiful. Life has kicked a lot
of them around considerably. It is impor-
tant for us to make their last days as com-
fortable as possible. Their appreciation
moves us deeply. I believe I have seen not
a single one who does not appreciate kind-
ness.

Between 23,000 and 25,000 people in Fay-
ette County are receiving surplus commodi-
ties. This is a fairly good index of the
seriousness of the situation.

Mr. President, it is clear that the need
exists—the need for Federal assistance,
and the need for legislation which will
permit the Federal Government to move
in the direction that S. 722 would pro-
vide. The proposed legislation would
stimulate and provide initiative. It
would stimulate and provide enterprise.
It would make it possible for these peo-
ple in the depressed areas to lift them-
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selves up by their own bootstraps. How-
ever, first of all they will have to have
the bootstraps.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President,
would my colleague, perhaps, explain the
feature of the repayment of the loans
which would be made? There is a need
for capital. That is a lack of ability to
secure loans. I believe that provision
for long-term loans at a reasonable rate
of interest is very important, because
the Senator has indicated to the Mem-
bers of the Senate that this is a measure
which is businesslike. I believe that the
feature of the loan provision would be
important.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. My col-
league from West Virginia makes a very
salient point. This is not legislation
which would provide a dole. The people
of West Virginia are not looking for
a dole. There is only one thing the peo-
ple of West Virginia are asking for, and
that is an opportunity to exert their
energies so that they may obtain some-
thing for their families.

The proposed legislation would set up
three $100 million revolving loan funds.
Two of the revolving loan funds would
be for the purpose of extending loans
on a long term low interest basis to those
areas which would qualify under the cri-
teria for loans. They would be repaid.
The loans would be made for industrial
projects, for buildings, for machinery,
for facilities.

The third revolving fund of $100 mil-
lion would be for the purpose of extend-
ing long term low interest rate loans to
industrial redevelopment areas and rural
redevelopment areas for the construc-
tion of public facilities, sewage disposal
systems, industrial parks, the provision
of industrial water, access roads, and so
on—facilities which are absolutely neces-
sary if an area is to equip itself in such
a way as to induce new industry to locate
therein.

I believe that at this point, in answer
to the question of my distinguished col-
league from West Virginia, I should
quote the statement which was made to
the subcommittee by Dr. Leo Fishman,
professor of economics and finance at
West Virginia University, Morgantown,
W. Va. Dr. Fishman said:

As I suggested earlier in the day, West
Virginia banks are exceedingly small, largely
hecause the cities in West Virginia are small;
and, secondly, because we have a unit bank-
ing system which virtually guarantees that
the banks in the State will remain quite
small. Moreover, there is a provision af-
fecting banks in West Virginia, as in the
country as a whole, which stipulates that no
bank shall lend more than 10 percent of its
capital and surplus to any single borrower.
Since the capital and surplus of the West
Virginia banks in general is small, the
amount of funds they are empowered to lend
is therefore necessarily small, too. The re-
quirement of the large volume of capital to
support the construction of new facilities
or the rehabilitation of existing facilities
will, in most communities in West Virginia,
require an application to some outside fi-
nancial sources, which is not readily avail-
able at the present time.

Mr. President, this statement and
other important testimony which was

gathered during the course of the hear-
ings make it amply evident that we must
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have some kind of legislation which will
make possible long-term low-interest
rate loans to those communities which
are very desirous of helping themselves.

It is my considered belief that one
measure now before Congress—the area
redevelopment hill of Senator DoucLas—
is imperative. I feel that S. 722 is ca-
pable of taking positive, long-range steps
to save America’s unemployed families
from increasing hunger and suffering.
And I respectfully urge each of my col-
leagues in this House of Congress to join
with me in working for its prompt
passage.

Mr., RANDOLPH. Mr. President,
would the Senator care to comment on
the veto of the President during the 85th
Congress of the legislation and to express,
as I know the Senator will, the affirma-
tive action which he trusts will take place
on the measure which we hope the Sen-
ate will consider in the near future?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I can
only say that I regret greatly that the
President of the United States vetoed a
somewhat similar measure which was
passed by both Houses of Congress last
year.

He pocket vetoed the measure, and by
so doing delayed for many precious
months the effectation which we hope
will come with the passage of the bill.

I express my sincere hope that the
President of the United States will not
veto this measure when it is placed be-
fore him. I believe that he is more
aware of the suffering and the unem-
ployment which exists in West Virginia
and other areas of the Nation, perhaps,
than he was when a similar bill was
placed before him last year. I do not be-
lieve the President wishes to exhibit a
callous attitude toward proposed legisla-
tion of this kind. I believe in him to that
extent. I hope and am confident—I do
not presume to speak for him, of
course—that he will sign the bill this
year,

If the President fails to sign the bill,
then I shall join with other Senators in
placing the matter before the people and
in marshaling our forces toward over-
riding the veto, because this kind of
legislation is needed. It is needed now.
The people of America are crying out for
it.

If the United States is to remain
strong internationally, it will have to re-
main strong economically. If we are to
remain strong economically, our people
must have the opportunity to work, to
earn a living, to pay their debts, to buy
their homes, and to pay the taxes with
which this Nation can be girded with the
armaments of defense.

TESTIMONIAL DINNER HONORING
FORMER REPRESENTATIVE
BROOKS HAYS

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp certain proceed-
ings relating to the testimonial dinner
honoring former Representative Brooks
Hays: An address delivered by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Okla-
homa, Hon. A, S, Mixe MONRONEY; an
address delivered by Dr. Billy Graham;
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the contents of a scroll presented to the
Honorable Brooks Hays; and some ex-
cerpts from the remarks of the Hon-
orable Brooks Hays himself.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
OF OKLAHOMA

Tonight we are paying tribute to a mod-
ern-day hero, who in temporary political de-
feat has won a lasting spiritual victory—
and a place in the hearts of millions of
Americans.

We are here because we know Brooks
Hays for what he is—a man who will not
leave the path which conscience sets. His
loyalty to those ultimate virtues of love and
courage has set a high mark in our political
life. A prefabricated sticker may mutilate
a ballot, but not this record.

It has been my privilege to serve with
him since he was sworn in as a Member of
the Congress in 1943. We sat side by side on
the House Banking and Currency Commit-
tee. That he had the courage required to
be a great Congressman was apparent from
the start.

My earliest memories of his service—and
his courage—were in the days of OPA when
the great economic pressures of special in-
terest groups plagued our committee's ef-
forts to hold the line against disastrous in-
flation. The strife—and at times the in-
tolerant, unreasoning, inflamed passions of
economic avarice—were a small-scale replica
of the struggle we now witness over civil
rights.

It was here that I first learned to respect
the careful and tolerant aproach to legisla-
tive problems that Brooks always took. No
testimony or demand was so brash or so
unreasonable that he would not carefully
hear it out. He was ever courteous, at-
tentive, and fair. And having weighed any
testimony—he would then follow the dic-
tates of his mind and his heart to reach
what he thought was a just and equitable
decision.

Often, as now, the decisions he had to
make were unpopular with those who sought
short-range goals and failed to consider the
Nation's ultimate security and integrity.

Upon his promotion to the Foreign Affairs
Committee of the House—he approached our
world problems with the same fairminded
judgment and with the same farsighted in-
terest in his Nation’s welfare. This innate
fairness and his love of all his fellow men
later made him one of our Nation’s most
effective representatives in the United
Nations.

It was this same concern for our long-
range future as a Nation, and this same
sense of tolerance that led him to take a
leading part in attempting to bridge the
chasm that was beginning to split his home
State asunder. He might have joined the
unreasoning clamor and rushed in political
panic to join the crowds in the street.

But this would have been contrary to the
great faith by which he lives. Like the other
moderates of our history who have made a
path through the turbulence of issues of
passion, Brooks sought to give leadership to
dispel bitterness and hatred and to substi-
tute reason and tolerance until a middle
ground could be found.

The paste-in election and temporary de-
feat at the hands of those he sought to help
is not an unusual occurrence. The musty
pages of our history books are filled with
names of moderates who were once thought
destroyed by intemperates in moments of
panic. Few can now recall the names of
those who sought to destroy—but the names
of Daniel Webster, of Lincoln, of Andrew
Johnson, and of Woodrow Wilson have been
remembered by a grateful America. It was
their faith in their people and their search

4001

for peaceful and tranguil relations among
all Americans that placed them in their se-
cure niche of history.

It is interesting to note—and I am sure no
one appreciates this fact more than Brooks—
that intemperance and intolerance are not
confined to sectional lines.

Brooks Hays has lost nothing. It is his
Nation and colleagues in the Congress who
are the losers—for he has brought into our
lives the example of a courageous Christlan
leader.

TEXT OF ADDRESS BY DR. BILLY GRAHAM

I heard of three Kiwanians at their na-
tional convention who were discussing the
merits of their respective professions. The
first, a physician, said, “I think the medical
profession is the greatest, for after all, Luke
was a physician, and the Bible has a great
deal to say about our profession.” The sec-
ond, an engineer, sald, “Away back in the
book of Genesis we are told that order was
brought out of chaos. Now that took engi-
neering, so I contend that the work of the
engineer is the greatest.” The politician in-
terrupted and said, “Wait a minute. Who
do you think created that chaos?”

Now Brooks Hays is not among the poli-
ticians that create chaos. He has exempli-
fied, for 16 years, what many of us have often
urged: That we need Christian leaders in
politics.

It always amuses me to hear discussions on
the old problem of religlon and politics, and
to think what such discussions would have
meant to men like Jeremiah, Amos, Isaiah,
and Ezekiel. For in fact, half their time was
spent in trying to bring home to the men of
their day the fact that God was directly con-
cerned In the way soclety was organized,
in the way wealth was distributed, in the
way men behaved to one another. In short—
in politics.

Brooks Hays has been one of those rare
Jewels that has helped lift the word “poli-
ties” out of the mud, slime, and mire, to
help it have a new meaning in modern Amer-
ica.

Brooks Hays is more than a great polit-
ical leader. He is every inch a Christian
statesman who has been given the highest
honor that his religious denomination can
bestow upon him. As the president of the
Southern Baptist Convention, he heads one
of the largest religious bodies in the world.
Make no mistake about it, he has the over-
whelming support of the people of his de=
nomination.

There are, unfortunately, few men who
are qualified to serve equally well in both
fields. Brooks Hays is one of these men,
and in the sovereign plan of God, circum-
stances have released him to a larger and
even more important work. While our po-
litical life is in desperate need of leadership,
our religious life is equally in need of
leadership.

During the months to come, Mr. Hays
will be called upon to travel throughout the
world, speaking on behalf of millions of
Baptists and will, in my humble opinion,
have even greater influence that he had on
the floor of the Congress.

We hear a lot about political demagogs.
How cheap and easy it is to let such words
slip off our thoughtless tongues. But I
think it speaks well for the qualities of our
governmental leadership, when one of our
largest denominations chooses a man from
our Congress to be their spiritual leader.
The Southern Baptist Convention, of which
I am a member, has pald Congressman Hays
this tribute. Such a tribute is more elo-
quent than any word that I or others may
speak tonight.

To those of us who call him a personal
friend, Brooks Hays is a rare combination
of a man. He combines the humor of a
Mark Twain, the commonsense of a Benja-
min Franklin, and the integrity of Lincoin.
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He can smile his way through difficulty, think
his way through trouble, and pray his way
through hardships.

The entire Nation was stunned a few
weeks ago when it learned that a writein
candidate had apparently defeated our
friend. The people of Arkansas were even
more stunned. Brooks Hays not only gave
them the representation of 16 years of sen-
fority, but of tremendous national influence.
Little Rock realizes it has made a tragic mis-
take, and will, in my opinion, rectify this
mistake in short order. Brooks Hays is fa-
miliar with Arkansas mud and perhaps a
good deal of it was thrown his way during
the recent election. But that doesn't dis-
may our friend. He has no doubt told the
story of & man who was driving his jeep
through a mud-hole down in Arkansas and
noticed a hat lying in the middle of the
road. He stopped his jeep, got out and
picked up the hat only to find a man under
it. “My good fellow,” said the man, “give
me your hand and let me help you out.”
“Nope, I'l make it all right,” sald the
bogged-down fellow. *“This old mule I'm on
will take me through.”

Congressman Hays’ good humor, common
sense, and integrity will take him through.

He has served his country well, from the
Pifth Arkansas District which has been in
catastrophic ferment during the past 3 years,
He has not yielded to either extreme. His
common sense has kept him in the middle of
the road when most men were traveling
the ruts on either side. Congressman Hays
doesn’t just think of light as being to the
left or the right. He has a vertical vision,
also, which sees men above or below the
standard that God has for us. There is a
difference between an arbitrator and a medi-
ator. An arbitrator is neutral and objective,
not sympathetic to either side. On the other
hand, a mediator is sympathetic to both, un-
derstanding both, partial to both, belonging
to both. Brooks Hays is a true mediator. He
belongs to the people of Arkansas and to the
people of the Nation. This is why Jesus
Christ has been called in Scripture a medi-
ator. He is God and He is man. He is part
of both. Thus, He can effectually reconcile
God and man. Brooks Hays' service, his
philosophy and his life, remind us of the
importance of sterling character In the busi-
ness of building a better world.

The other day Dr. Ralph Oberman, direc-
tor of the Atoms for Peace program of our
Government, showed me around our atomie
plant at Oak Ridge, Tenn. He sald some-
thing I would like to share with you tonight.
He said “The atom has the power to build a
better world or destroy the one we have, and
the atom doesn't care which purpose it
serves, for it has no conscience.” And then
he said something I shall never forget as long
as I live. He sald "It's the man that makes
the difference.’”

So our problem is not the atom, but the
quality of man behind the atom. Our prob-
lem is not Government, but the kind of men
we have behind the Government. Our prob-
lem is not education, but the kind of men
we have running education. Our problem
is not the church, but the kind and quality
of men we have in the church. Brooks Hays
represents the kind of man we need in Gov-
ernment, society, education, and the church,

Sometimes, to be God’s man in an hour
of crisis, results in controversy and tempo-
rary setbacks. We can retire from the battle
as some men do and be content with culsi-
vating our own inner life. There is what
Milton calls a fugitive and cloistered virtue
that slinks out of the race where that im-
mortal garland is to be run for, not without
destiny. He might have been content,
especially after his blindness, to retire within
himself and write his great poems. But he
flung himself into the battle and helped to
build an England where men were free to
think and to speak.
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I am convinced that this temporary defeat
has already been turned into a trlumphant
victory for Brooks Hays because of his
exceptionally outstanding ability, Christian
character, and qualifications. I feel he is
destined to play an important role in the
future as we face the many problems that
trouble the South and harass the entire
world. In these days of bafling world prob-
lems and domestic problems that seem, at
times, unsurmountable, let us pray that God
may give us a double portion of PBrooks
Hays" good humor, common sense, and
spiritual integrity, and that the sgpiritual
ideal of one Nation under God, with liberty
and justice toward all, may not just be
something we say, but something we live,
across the length and breadth of our Nation.

PRESENTATION OF SCROLL

The National Committee To Honor Brooks
Hays presents to you, Brooks Hays, this scroll
to honor you:

We salute you first as a human being, a
very human being, whose gift of laughter
has spread its clean, homely wit far and
wide among all who know you,

We salute you as an educator, an exposi-
tor of truth, a clarifier of the complex, an
inspiration to youth.

We salute you as a lawyer, who sees clearly
what the rule of law can mean to a people,
an apostle of constitutionalism sensitive to
its new meanings in a changing age.

We salute you as a statesman, Your many
terms in Congress have combined the wis-
dom of conciliation, and a gallant greatness
in devotion to principle. A party man on
appropriate occasions, at heart you have
been greater than party.

We salute you as a man of courage, never
more than in this day, a day which some
may count a day of defeat, but which to us
is a day of victory.

We salute you as a man of faith. We
count this the greatest of all, because we
know that it is to you of all things most
precious. The love of others for you, as your
love for them, knows no boundaries of creed
in the consciousness of the common father-
hood of God,

Excerprs FROM REMARKS oF BROOKS Hays,
DecEmBer 18, 1958

On this occasion I believe I will be for-
given for speaking intimately of the most
significant experience of my political life,
my defeat on November 4. One of our great
Americans, Walter Hines Page, said “the
world is infinitely eruel but the world is also
infinitely kind.” It has certainly been kind
to us, particularly since that election. My
misfortune tapped the sources of sympathy
in 48 States, for that is exactly the number
we have heard from.

It has led some of my friends to the dis-
couraging conelusion that the cause of mod-
eration is hopeless, but I do not agree, since
80 much of my mail is from the South and
virtually all of it is favorable. Moreover,
while I am stuck with the label and will not
renounce if, I am starting no new cult under
that name. Moderation is not invariably a
virtue. Truth is oftem highly partisan.
And anyway, there are more precise ways of
describing what we are about.

For assuming the risk of displeasing cer-
tain political powers, I have drawn occasional
compliments for courage. I am reminded
by them of the Cabinet member In the Nor-
wegian Government who was commended
for courage in opposing Hitler's regime. His
reply was: “It wasn't courage. We just de-
cided that a certain course of action was
necessary and when the logic of the situation
called for such action, the steps in that
course just came in natural sequence.” So
I would prefer to speak in terms of the values
we are defending. I presume from what is
being sald that my defeat might add some-
thing to that defense; if so, I would be happy.
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‘While I honor the office of Representative,
Iam convinced that under the circumstances
the loss of my seat in Congress is not too
bilg a price to pay.

Is there a standard to which the just and
prudent may repalr? There is. Pirst, it
seems to me, is an appreciation of what the
rule of law means in sustaining our liberties
and our property. The point does not need
laboring, but the times do call for reminders
that the Constitution provides a method for
change and that until changed, unpopular
as well as popular laws must be respected.
Odium does not attach to lawful protests

statutes or decisions. Defiance is
another matter.

The Federal system presents difficulties,
but it is the American way and it can be
made to work. The greater and stronger
power in the hands of the National Govern-
ment must be responsibly and patiently ex-
ercised, and the corollary is that grievances
of groups or regions must be so phrased that
love of countiry is not obscured. The patriot
and the dissenter may inhabit the same heart.
In spite of strains upon it, I believe we are
on our way to recovering the strong sense
of national community which has main-
tained us through wars and depressions. It
is indispensable.

Secondly, we must have a firm commit-
ment to the democratic tradition as expressed
in our procedures and institutions, Our
public school system must be preserved.
‘Without it, the freedom that flowers from an
educated citizenry would perish. James
Madison put it sucecinctly: “Without popular
education, popular government will be a
farce or a tragedy, perhaps both.” We Enow
that there can be no government of and for
the people without government by the peo-
ple. Citizens of a racial minority who meet
the qualifications prescribed for electors
should not be denied a vote because of race.
This, too, is basic.

There are procedural standards to be rig-
idly defended in attaining government by
consent of the governed. I have cheerfully
accepted several defeats because I acknowl-
edge the principle of majority rule. That
rule will be frustrated, however, unless the
people are given an opportunity to secure
and deliberate upon the facts and the issues.
That is the reason we have filing dates that
give candidates fime to defend themselves
and legal restrictions regarding the use of
money and libelous material in campaigns.
And throughout the structure of popular
government there must be such respect for
the minority that public policy is built on
wisdom and justice in representative func-
tions, not on the sophistry that the ma-
jority's judgment is always wise and best for
the people. Congressional rules devised long
ago have protected minority rights of every
kind. I might add that if we moderates are
& minority we are still conforming to our
region's cherished tradition in asking that
majorities not be indifferent to this prinei-
ple. In the 1858 campaigning I was not try-
ing to ride a popular idea. I was trylng to
popularize an idea that had become so much
a part of me I could not rid myself of it if
I had tried.

The third imperative is disciplined free-
dom. This embraces the right to maintain
private schools at private expense, not as a
substitute for public education but as a
privilege in American life that not only
adds to our cultural enrichment but helps
to preserve the independence of viewpoint
that makes freedom possible. This principle
grants to both the proponents and oppo-
nents of proposed changes the right to
organize, and their rights are not forfeited
by methods and manners that are not ad-
mirable so long as they are not illegal.

Finally, there must be a due concern for
the preservation of our common faith—the
faith which sustains our position of world
leadership. If there were not other and
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higher motivations we would still be in-
spired to bind up the Nation's wounds by
the knowledge that a ruthless force is loose
in the world and that our failure at this
point would be exploited. The door that
religion alone can open leads to a sure pas-
sageway of peace and justice.

We are really not disunited; we are merely
enjoying our freedoms. One of the enigmas
of modern life is that i1l will looks so
deceptively strong while the conquering
power of compassion appears so frail. Any
sectional cleavages should merely spur us
on to greater exertions in building bridges
of understanding and dispelling fears of
antagonism. We cannot exalt a common
falth without acknowledging our common
humanity and resolving to attack common
enemies—disease, ignorance, intolerance,
juvenile delinquency, and poverty.

There are lessons in American history to
support the course of moderation, notably
the careers of two beloved Americans, Abra-
ham Lincoln, and Robert E. Lee. The North
understands better, perhaps, in the present
perspective the adulation which the South
has evidenced for General Lee, and happily
we have come to the place where one can
point to the sentiment which Lincoln en-
tertained for the South without a question
as to its relevancy. You may have heard of
the incident recorded of General Lee during
the time that he served as president of Wash-
ington College at Lexington. It is said that
he was sitting on the front porch of the
president’s home with a neighbor one after-
noon when an old man stopped at the gate.
He was shabblily dressed, and when the gen-
eral walked down to the gate to hand him
something and returned to his chair, the
visitor looked curious, so the great man
merely said, “One of the boys needing a
little help.” *“What outfit did he fight with?"”
the neighbor asked. *“I wouldn't know,”
replied the general, “you see, he was on the
other side.”

I cannot help thinking that Abraham Lin-
coln intended to include southern sorrows
when he spoke of the mystic cords of mem-
ory stretching from every patriot grave and
battlefield to every living heart and hearth-
stone. He sald to a friend, George Floyd,
in the Quincy Hotel lobby, “I have not suf-
fered from the South, I have suffered with
the South.” But the moderates of that pe-
riod were not strong enough to hold the mid-
dle ground occupled by these two men who,
though enemies in war, must have respected
each other and were congenial in the phil-
osophy of mediation.

I know from what I have seen and heard
since November 4 that healing hands are
being laid upon the bruises of ill will and
human confllect and that the task of edu-
cating both sides and all sides to the alter-
native solutions of the problem can be
accomplished. My hope is strong now that
compassion will be matched by imagination
in the arts of government so that our lives
that are so interlocked and interrelated may
be blessed and may be made secure in God's
love.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate ad-
journ until 12 o’clock noon on Monday
next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 53 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Monday, March 16, 1959,
at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 12, 1959:

Subject to qualifications provided by law,
the following for permanent appointment to
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the grades indicated in the Coast and Geo-
detic Survey:

To be captains
Edward B. Brown Edmund L. Jones
John C. Ellerbe Kenneth 8. Ulm
James C. Tison, Jr,

To be commanders

Francis X. Popper Marvin T. Paulson
Howard S, Cole V. Ralph Sobieralski
Raymond M. Stone Lorne G. Taylor
Lorin F. Woodcock

To be lieutenant commanders
Arthur R. Benton, Jr. Roger F. Lanier
Eugene A, Taylor John B. Watkins, Jr.
Willlam D. Barbee Jack E. Guth
Herbert R. Lippold, Jr. Robert E. Willlams

To be lieutenant
Lavon L. Posey

To be lieutenants (junior grade)

John J. McCoy Bidney C. Miller
Vello Kiisk Duane L. Georgeson
Loyd D. Thurman Gerald D. Bradford
Philip L. Rotondo Wesley P. James
Roy W. Entz Mart Kask
Robert W. Franklin  Ronald M. Buffington
Ben Frank Worsham  Morris J. Rothenberg

III Bobby W. Jester
Bobby S. Woodruff

To be ensigns

Richard F. Dudley Robert L. Sandquist
Thomas B. Fox Raymond L. Speer
Renworth R. Floyd Larry L. Wilkerson
William L. Hart

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate March 12, 1959:
THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

George Harold King, Jr., of Mississippi,
to be a member of the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System for the unex-
pired term of 14 years from February 1, 1946.

THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

Karl Brandt, of California, to be a member
of the Council of Economic Advisers.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, MArRcH 12, 1959

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m.

Rev. Alan J. Davis, North Royalton
Methodist Church, North Royalton,
Ohio, offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, Father of us all, to whom
with confidence we turn for guidance
and for strength, we thank Thee now
for the countless blessings Thou hast be-
stowed upon us. Grant, O God, that we
be not wasteful of them.

May we waste not the precious days
Thou hast given us. Help us to do this
day what needs most to be done.

May we in our deliberations waste not
words. Enable us to use the gift of
speech with truth and compassion.

May we in our work waste not the
moneys entrusted to our care. Guide us
with wisdom and justice in their alloca-
tion.

And may we waste not the opportuni-
ties for leadership and service with which
Thou hast honored us. May we have
the moral courage to ever defend and
work for that which is most pleasing to
Thee.
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Dear God, hear us as we pray, and be
with us in our assemblies, for the sake
of our Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with
amendments in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 2260. An act to extend until July 1,
1963, the induction provision of the Uni-
versal Military Training and Service Act; the
provisions of the act of August 3, 1950,
suspending personnel strengths of the
Armed Forces; and the Dependents Assist-
ance Act of 1950.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the follow-
ing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

8.50. An act to provide for the admission
of the State of Hawaii into the Union.

EXTENDING UNIVERSAL MILITARY
TRAINING ACT

Mr., VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill H.R. 2260, an
act to extend until July 1, 1963, the
induetion provisions of the Universal
Military Training and Service Act; the
provisions of the act of August 3, 1950,
suspending personnel strengths of the
Armed Forces; and the Dependents As-
sistance Act of 1950, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 2, after line 10, insert:

“Sec. 5. Section 203 of the Career Com-
pensation Act of 1949, as amended, is
amended by striking out ‘July 1, 1959’ wher-
ever such date appears therein and insert-
ing ‘July 1, 1963’ in lieu thereof.”

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to
extend the induction provisions of the Uni-
versal Milltary Training and Service Act,
and for other purposes.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, I wish the chairman would just
explain what this amendment does.

Mr, VINSON. Mr. Speaker, the Sen-
ate amended the bill by adding to it
a legislative proposal by the Department
of Defense that continues eligibility for
special pay for physicians, dentists, and
veterinarians entering on active duty
after July 1, 1959.

In an attempt to procure more phy-
sicians and dentists, and to make mili-
tary medical compensation more com-
petitive with civilian incomes by persons
with similar experience, there has been
in effect for several years a system of
special pay for physicians, dentists, and
veterinarians, The amount of this spe-
cial pay is graduated in accordance with
length of service. Medical and dental
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officers with less than 2 years of active
duty are eligible for special pay of $100
a month. Those with more than 2, but
less than 6 years of service, are eligible
for $150. Those with more than 6, but
less than 10 years of such service are
eligible for $200 a month. Those with
more than 10 years may receive $250 a
month. Veterinarians are eligible for
$100 a month in special pay, regardless
of length of service.

Physicians, dentists, and veterinarians
already on active duty, or entering on
active duty before July 1, 1959, would
continue to receive this special pay, even
if this amendment were not adopted.
The amendment permits officers in these
categories who enter on active duty be-
tween July 1, 1959, and July 1, 1963, to
be eligible for these special payments in
the same manner and amount that of-
ficers already on active duty are now re-
ceiving.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I heartily
am in accord with that, and I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ORDER OF BUSINEES

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order in connection with the Hawaiian
statehood bill to consider the Senate bill
in lieu of the bill HR. 4221 and under
the same terms and conditions of the
special rule adopted yesterday in rela-
tion to the Hawaiian statehood hill.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAEKER. Objection is heard.

JOINT MEETING ON WEDNESDAY,
MARCH 18, 1859, TO RECEIVE THE
PRESIDENT OF IRELAND

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order at any time on Wednesday,
March 18, 1959, for the Speaker to de-
clare a recess for the purpose of receiv-
ing in joint meeting the President of
Ireland.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO SIT DURING
GENERAL DEBATE

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Science and Astronautics may be per-
mitted to sit during general debate on the
bill H.R. 4221,

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
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TRADE BARRIERS AGAINST FREE
FLOW OF MILK

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. If it does not exceed
300 words. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Minne-
sota?

There was no objection.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, news that
the Maryland-Virginia Milk Producers
Association is asking the Governor of
Maryland to further erect trade bar-
riers in his State against the free flow
of milk from throughout the Nation is
fresh evidence of the need of a Na-
tional Sanitation Standards Act for
milk,

For a long time, an effective blockade
has been in force in the Distriet of Co-
lumbia under the guise of arbitrary
sanitation inspections. This action by
the association shows that it wants to
use every means at hand to further pre-
vent distribution of milk which ean
qualify under any reasonable health
inspection.

Many times in the past, Mr. Speak-
er, I have urged passage of the Na-
tional Sanitation Standards Act—but
this action by the association only rein-
forces the argument.

Passage of this act would put the dis-
tribution of milk on a fair basis—and
would insure that the only barrier to
entry of outside milk would be on an
economic basis.

Considering present Washington, D.C.,
milk prices, it is evident that Minne-
sota milk can favorably compete on this
basis. The class 1 price for milk de-
livered to plants in the Twin Cities of
Minnesota is $3.73 per hundred pounds
in March. Any increased handling costs
in preparing the milk for transporta-
tion to the District of Columbia would
not be greater than 10 cents per hun-
dred pounds. This fact was established
conclusively by researchers at the Uni-
versity of Minnesota. Transportation
costs to the District of Columbia would
be $1.80 per hundred pounds. This
means that Minnesota milk can be de-
livered to Washington, D.C., from a Twin
City Milk Producers Association plant
for $5.63 per hundred or 99 cents less
than the present Washington price, a
saving of better than 2 cents a quart to
the consumer,

The need for a National Sanitation
Standards Act was never more evident
now that the Virginia-Maryland Milk
Producers Association has decided on
this step.

HAWAILI STATEHOOD

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Mr.
Speaker, T move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4221) to provide for the admission of the
State of Hawaii into the Union.

"~ The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
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consideration of the bill (H.R. 4221) with
Mr. Krtpay in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
state that when the Committee rose on
vesterday the gentleman from New York
[Mr. O’Brien] had 1 hour and 44 min-
utes remaining, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. WesTLAND] 1 hour and
47 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. O'BrIEN].

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. HALEY].

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
sorry I find myself somewhat in dis-
agreement not only with my own com-
mittee chairman but with others on the
committee reporting this bill. May I
say in passing that we have a very fine
chairman, and I would like to commend
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
O'Brien] for the splendid job he is do-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, I am realistic enough to
realize that certain facts of life are very
evident here and that this bill is going
to pass.

I have opposed Hawaii statehood bills
ever since I have been in Congress for a
number of reasons, and I might state
that at this time sitting in this Congress
today are 165 Members who at one time
or another have opposed statehood for
Hawaii. The vote on yesterday indi-
cated that not that many are opposed
to statehood today. I merely say fo
those gentlemen either that they were
wrong a few years ago or they are wrong
Now.

I take this time, Mr. Chairman, to
direet a question or two to the gentle-
man from Colorado in order to satisfy
the mind of the gentleman from Florida
who has many misgivings about this bill.
I direct the following question to the
gentleman from Colorado: One of the
things that is very disturbing to me in
this proposed bill for statehood for Ha-
waii is the fact that the bill itself con-
tinues what I think has been a very in-
efficient organization or committee in
the Hawaiian Islands, namely the Ha-
waiian Home Commission. If the gen-
tleman would enlighten me on that par-
ticular thing I would appreciate it. It
is my understanding that the present
bill under consideration will extend the
life of the Hawaiian Home Commission
for a period at least of 99 years, is that
correct?

Mr. ASPINALL. I will try to answer
the gentleman’s question as logically
and as directly as I possibly can. I
know the gentleman's feeling about this
particular guestion and I have some
sympathy with his position. On the
other hand, I do not consider that it is
a problem which we should resolve in
deciding on the question of statehood.

Let me state that I cannot find myself
in agreement with his statement in ref-
erence to the longevity of the Hawaiian
Home Commiission which my colleague
has just mentioned. It might be 29
years, it might be longer than 99 years.
But it is provided in the act which ere-
ated the Hawaiian Home Commissien
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that loans granted shall be for a term
of 99 years. :

The purpose back of this originally
was, of course, to give to the Hawaiian
people of 50 percent or more Hawaiian
blood the right to ownership and use of
some of the land that was taken away
from them when the freaty was origi-
nally made. It was taken away from
them even though they had no owner-
ship individually in the lands. The
land was held by the Crown and the
Crown having held the land at the time
of Hawaii’s inclusion into the United
States it then became Territorial land.
When it came into the Union it was
then the responsibility of the Federal
Government and the Territorial gov-
ernment to administer the area.

What was attempted with the ereation
of the commission was to provide for
individual ownership of homes rather
than the commercial approach which we
have provided for the Indian tribes of
the United States.

Mr. HALEY. Of course, the gentle-
man is well aware of the fact that the
census of native Hawaiians in 1940
showed there were only 14,375 or 3.4
percent native Hawaiians.

Let me ask the gentleman this ques-
tion: Are we here going to create an-
other situation similar to the situation
we have created in regard to the Ameri-
can Indian, and what is going to be the
responsibility of the people of America
and this Congress to those people?

Mr. ASPINALL. It is my opinion that
we are not creating a similar condition to
that which has brought about our Indian
tribal communal ownership. It is my
opinion also that as the years come and
go, whether for 10, 50, or 100 years, this
number which is slowly dwindling will
become so negligible that this land will
no longer be used for the purposes for
which it is now administered by the
Hawaiian Home Commission. When
that time comes, then it will be up to
the government of the State of Hawaii,
providing the bill passes, with the con-
sent of the Congress of the United
States, to make such disposition of this
land as is in the best interest of the peo-
ple of Hawaii.

Mr. HALEY. Of course, the gentle-
man is well aware of the fact that under
the original organic act or the original
act, approximately 400,000 acres of land
was set aside to be used for the establish-
ment of the people of Hawaii on their
native land. Now, will it be the respon-
sibility of the State of Hawaii to con-
tinue to hold that land, make it avail-
able for the settlement of the people of
Hawaii?

Mr. ASPINALL. If I understand the
gentleman correctly, it will be the au-
thority and the obligation of the State
of Hawaii to hold this land for the peo-
ple of Hawaii.

Mr. HALEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, ASPINALL. May I make one more
statement, if my colleague will yield?

Mr. HALEY. I yield.

Mr. ASPINALL. In a measure I agree
with his statement about the discharge
of their duties by the members of the
Hawaiian Home Commission. On the
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other hand, the law provides for a lease-
hold interest. It has been impossible for
the Hawaiian people who are entitled to
benefits under the provisions of the act
to borrow money from any public agency,
and that is one reason why the project
has not worked any better than it has.
It is expected that when the new State
comes into existence they will make
available funds which the Hawaiian peo-
ple can obtain on long-term loans so that
they can take advantage of the pro-
visions of the Hawaiian Home Commis-
sion statute.

Mr. HALEY. Will the gentleman be
kind enough to answer one additional
question?

Mr. ASPINALL. I will do my best.

Mr. HALEY. Iam somewhat disturbed
about the tremendous powers that we are
turning over to the executive department
in Hawaii. As the gentleman is well
aware, there are only two elected execu-
tive officers, namely, the Governor and
the Lieutenant Governor. Of course, the
Governor can then appoint members to
carry out the various functions of gov-
ernment in similar positions that, I
might say, obtain in his own State as
cabinet officers and, as I have in my
State of Florida. We have cabinet offi-
cers to carry out those responsibilities.
In this particular instance you are going
to allow the Governor of Hawaii to nomi-
nate these men who will hold their re-
sponsible positions and positions of great
power, with the concurrence, of course, of
the senate, which in this particular case
would be approximately 14 men. Now,
does not the gentleman think, first, that
that is a tremendous amount of power
and, second, will it be possible under the
present bill, if the people of Hawalii later
find it desirable, to change their consti-
tution to provide for constitutional offi-
cers to carry out these functions?

Mr. ASPINALL. Let me advise my col-
leagues of this committee to this effect:
My colleague, the gentleman from Flor-
ida, has taken his chairman into his con-
fidence and has asked him these ques-
tions before coming on the floor. And,
I am most appreciative of that approach.
First, I also share somewhat his views
on this new departure from ordinary
control of executive and administrative
departments of government. On the
other hand, as I answered our colleague,
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl,
relative to his question about 18-year-
olds voting, I suggest that this is an
obligation and a responsibility of the
State. Now, may I say, as I also advised
my colleague from Florida, that I op-
posed in Colorado the question of the
cabinet form of government, and we only
have it partially at the present time. I
am not so sure that it is so good. But,
I think it is a State responsibility and a
decision for the citizens of a State. As
this bill is drawn, if the new State of
Hawaii through its legislative processes
desires to change then to a form of gov-
ernment which is perhaps more adapt-
able to our wishes, then it has the power
under this bill to do so.

Mr. HALEY. I thank the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. HALEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania. ;

Mr. SAYLOR. I wantto commend the
gentleman from Florida for his forth-
right raising of these questions. As a
member of the House Interior Commit-
tee, he has always been opposed to state-
hood for both Alaska and Hawaii. But
in his approach he has always been ob-
jective; and while we may disagree on
the outcome, the approach of the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Harey] is one
that everyone must respect and admire.
I commend him for raising these ques-
tions with regard to the bill which is
before us at the present time.

Mr. HALEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. O’'BRIEN of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do now
rise,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. KiLpay, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4221) to provide for the admission
of the State of Hawaii into the Union,
had come to no resolution thereon.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
renew my unanimous-consent request,
heretofore made, that it may be in order
for the House to consider the bill S. 50,
in lieu of the bill HR. 4221, under the
terms and provisions of House Resolu-
tion 205 adopted yesterday by the House
;]ri;] 1rela,l:ia:on to the Hawaiian statehood

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Speaker, I do not
renew my previous objection.

There was no objection.

TREASURY-POST OFFICE APPROPRI-
ATION BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1960

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee
on Appropriations have until midnight
Wednesday, March 18, to file its report
on the Treasury-Post Office appropria-
tion bill for the fiscal year 1960, and that
it may be taken up on the floor of the
House on Thursday, March 19,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object—I understand that this matter
has been cleared with the membership of
the Committee on Appropriations on our
side of the aisle.

Mr. GARY. It has been cleared with
everybody with whom I know it should
be cleared; the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taeer], the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. CanrFI1ELD], and also the
leadership on this side of the aisle.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
all points of order on the bill, and with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.
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Mr. O’BRIEN of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (S. 50) to pro-
vide for the admission of the State of
Hawaii into the Union, in lieu of the
bill H.R. 4221.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill S. 50, with Mr. KiLpay
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDER-
SEN].

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, it is gratifying to note that
support for Hawaiian statehood here to-
day is coming from both sides of the
aisle. That is as it should be. The
question of admitting a new State to the
Union should not be a political one.
Nevertheless, I should not want it to go
unnoticed that the first Hawaiian state-
hood bill introduced in this body was
authored in 1919, during the 65th Con-
gress, by the then Republican Dele-
gate from the Territory, Prince Jonah
Kuhio Kalanianaole, who served with
distinetion in the House for over 20
years.

As most of us know, this body has
approved Hawaiian statehood bills on
three previous occasions. The first
time was by the Republican 80th Con-
gress by a vote of 196 to 133. The next
time was by the Democratic 81st Con-
gress by a vote of 262 to 110. The last
time was by the Republican 83d Con-
gress by a vote of 274 to 138. If the
Members on our side of the aisle had
had our way, and the bill had been
brought up for consideration last sum-
mer after Alaska was admitted, I am
sure Hawaii would have been admitted
to the Union at that time.

Mr. Chairman, those who have op-
posed Hawaiian statehood in the past
now have exhausted all their argu-
ments. After countless hearings and
debates, all their arguments have heen
tried and found wanting. Last year
we disposed of the point of noncon-
tiguity by admitting Alaska to the
Union. The matter of Hawaii's dis-
tance from the mainland has been de-
bated and found to be pointless with the
advent of the jet age. The loyalty of
the people of Hawaii has been ques-
tioned time and time again but has
been completely disposed of by reams
of evidence testifying to the fact that the
people of Hawaii are no less loyal to the
United States than are those anywhere
here on the mainland.

The argument can no longer be ad-
vanced that the economy of Hawaii can-
not support statehood. Hawaii has a
sound financial base. Her dynamic de-
velopment continues to attract industry.
Sugar and pineapples, the foundation of
Hawalii’s economy, annually are pro-
duced in increasing quantities and
values.
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In 1957 Hawaii’s 28 independent sugar
plantations produced 1,085,000 tons of
raw sugar on their 220,000 acres with a
crop value of $148 million.

Hawaii’'s 9 pineapple canneries proc-
essed 30,787,000 cases of fruit and juice
grown on 77,000 acres of 13 plantations.
The total value of the crop was $117
million.

A notable expansion and diversifica-
tion of industry is taking place. The
most dramatic of recent developments
was the selection of a site several miles
from Honolulu for a $40 million refinery
by the Standard Oil Co. of California.
Construction was begun in October 1958
for this first oil refinery in Hawaii.

The islands’ first steel mill, for pro-
duction of reinforcing bars for the flour-
ishing construction business, will be com-
pleted and in operation early this year.

For the fiscal year ended June 30,
1958, the Territory paid a record high of
$166,306,000 in Federal taxes, more than
any of 10 States, including Alaska.

Hawaii has paid more than $2,300
million in Federal taxes since becoming
a Territory.

Per capita personal income in Hawaii
in 1957 was $1,821, putting Hawaii in
25th place nationally, or ahead of 24
States.

Tourism is Hawaii’s third basic indus-
try, and is challenging sugar and pine-
apples in dollar value. Every year sees
new highs in the number of visitors,
which reached a record figure of 168,000
in 1957. In dollar volume this has meant
a jump from $6 million in 1946 to $77
million in 1857, or an increase of 1,183
percent.

A projection by the Hawaii Visitors
Bureau indicates Hawaii will be host to
280,000 tourists by 1965.

Mr. Chairman, by every yardstick Ha-
wali has long since passed the test of
qualifying for statehcod. And let there
be no question that the people of Hawaii
want statehood.

In the National Archives here in Wash-
ington, not far from the Declaration of
Independence and the Constitution, there
is a dramatic testimonial to the state-
hood hopes of the citizens of Hawaii.

It is the statehood honor roll, a his-
toric petition to Congress from Hawaii’s
citizens, asking for immediate statehood.
It was delivered to Vice President Nixon
as President of the Senate, on February
26, 1954, after 116,000 signatures had
been affixed in Hawaii in a few days.

The giant roll of newsprint contain-
ing the signatures is 6 feet wide, about
a mile long, and is the second largest
petition received in the history of the
United States Congress.

Perhaps better than more formal res-
olutions and bills, it transmits the emo-
tion-filled desire of Hawalii's citizens to
be granted the statehood status they
have so demonstrably earned.

For over half a century, the residents
of the Territory have lived as Americans,
worked as Americans, fought as Amer-
icans,

Only statehood ecan raise Hawaii's
people to the dignity of Americans, first
class, with the accompanying rights and
privileges.
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That is why Hawaii's people want
statehood—now.

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield such time as he may desire to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Mack].

Mr. MACEK of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, Hawaii has been preparing
for statehood for the past 50 years and
the results are available for all to study.
In late years more than a dozen congres-
sional committees have investigated this
proposition.

Many Members of Congress have
studied the Hawaii situation at close
range, and from over 100 days of con-
gressional hearings we have nearly 5,000
pages of testimony on the subject. They
have established many reasons why
Hawaii should be admitted to statehood.

The reasons why Hawaii should be
admitted into the Union as its 50th
State, to me, are clear, convincing, and
compelling.

The Congress, during many statehood
debates, has established a list of tradi-
tional qualifications which a Territory
shouid or ought to have to be consid-
ered eligible for statehood.

Among these qualifications are, first,
the Territory should possess adequate
area; second, it should have sufficient
population; third, its economic situation
should be such as to permit its people
to assume and to carry their proportion-
ate share of the Federal Government's
financial responsibilities; fourth, the
people of the Territory must have mani-
fest a sincere desire for statehood; and,
fifth, finally and most important, the
people of the Territory must believe in
the American republican form of govern-
ment and be qualified by education and
experience for self-government accord-
ing to American traditions.

All of these five qualifications, I am
convinced, the people of Hawaii now
abundantly possess.

In area, the Territory of Hawaii covers
more than 6,600 square miles of land.
Hawaii, therefore, is larger in area than
Connecticut, Rhode Island, or Delaware.
Since these three now are States, an
argument cannot effectively be made that
Hawaii is too small in area for state-
hood.

In population, Hawaii now has more
than half a million inhabitants. This is
more people than any Territory, except
Oklahoma, in all the history of the coun-
try possessed when it was admitted to
statehood. Furthermore, Hawaii's pres-
ent population is larger than that now
possessed by six of our States. Surely,
Hawaii cannot be denied statehood on
the ground she has too few people.

Is the economy of Hawaii such as to
permit her to assume her full share of
support of the Nation’s financial re-
sponsibilities? As to that qualification
we also must answer in the affirmative.
During recent years the people of Ha-
waii have paid more than $90 million a
year in Federal income taxes. There are
many present States which do not pay
that much. To deny statehood to a peo-
ple who pay so much toward the support
of the Federal Government is to practice
what our forefathers denounced, “taxa-
tion without representation.”
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Then, there is the question of whether
the half million people of Hawaii want
statehood. They have said they do again,
again, and again. In 1940, in a plebiscite
held on the issue of statehood, the people
of the Territory voted 2 to 1 for state-
hood. The Hawaiian Territorial Legis-
lature, composed of duly elected repre-
sentatives of the Hawaiian people, have
petitioned the Congress in the past half
century almost a score of times for state-
hood. These representatives or similarly
minded ones, have been elected and re-
elected time after time indicating they
were, in petitioning statehood, express-
ing the will of the people.

And lastly, are the people of Hawaii
qualified by training and experience for
statehood? Few can doubt that they
are, Their educational system is of the
best. Their rate of literacy is high. For
more than 50 years they have lived under
and been faithful to an American system
of representative form of government.

When Hawaii was admitted to the
status of a Territory, the United States
made her people an implied promise that,
someday, when qualified, Hawaii would
be admitted to statehood. The conven-
tions of both political parties in their
platforms declared that they favored
statehood. We, of both parties, should
keep those promises.

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
HoraAn].

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairinan, in vot-
ing to admit Hawaii to statehood, as I
am confident we shall do, we are ad-
mitting to equal partnership a State
which is exceptionally well qualified to
share the rights and responsibilities of
our Nation with the older States. In
fact, I believe that Hawaii’s case for
statehood is stronger than that of al-
most any of the other 36 States which
have previously been admitied to the
Union, since the Original Thirteen.

First, Hawail has served an appren-
ticeship as an organized, incorporated
Territory for 59 years, since passage of
the Organic Act in 1900. Most of the
present States served similar appentice-
ships of only 5, 10, or 20 years.

Hawaii’'s population today is well over
600,000, more than the population of
any of the 36 States previously ad-
mitted since the founding of the Union,
with the single exception of Oklahoma.
Hawaii’s population, in fact, is already
larger than that of six of the present
States, and is still growing.

Hawaii’s economy is strong and pro-
gressive. Some people speak of state-
hood as if it were a question whether a
new State could help in bearing the
finaneial burdens of the Nation, but dis~
cussion along those lines is completely
out of order when we are speaking of
Hawaii, because the people of Hawaii
already pay all the same Federal taxes
at exactly the same rates as the rest of
us on the continent do. Of course
Hawaii is able to help share in lhose
burdens; she is already doing that as a
Territory. The Federal tax revenues
from Hawaii are already very substan-
tial—$166 million in 1958—greater than
the Federal tax receipts collected from
10 of the present States.
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In fact, statehood will make little dif-
ference to Hawaii financially, or to the
rest of us either. Hawaii has never asked
for nor received special favors in a finan-
cial way. The only expenses in Hawaii
now paid by the Federal Government
which the State will have to assume are
the salaries of the Governor, his admin-
istrative assistant, the government secre-
tary, and the members of the legislature,
and part of the salaries of the territorial
judiciary. Hawaii also of course receives
most of the general Federal grants-in-
aid, but on the same basis as the States,
without special consideration or favor-
itism. The special Federal costs that I
mentioned—the salaries of the Governor,
legislators, and judges—amount to less
than one-quarter of a million dollars
per year on the average. These addi-
tional costs the taxpayers of Hawaii will
have to pay, but they can do so easily
since the current budgetary surplus of
the Territory is many times that fizure.

The achievement of statehood is not
a matter of economic or financial gain
for Hawaii. To them, it is a matter of
equal political rights, of being accepted
as of equal status with the rest of us.
Although they have not suffered under
territorial status, they want the right
to govern themselves, to select their own
Governor and other executive officials,
to determine fully their own policies, and
to participate with the rest of us in the
formation of national policies. They
have shown that they are well fitted to
exercise those rights, and they have
earned the right to exercise them.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud of the op-
portunity which has been given me to
participate in this great event, to cast
my vote for this historic action. I am
gratified that my vote will be one of
those which finally brings to completion
a historic process which has already
been too long delayed. I welcome Ha-
waii as a sister State with my own. I
welcome her people—of various races
and creeds—to equality of rights with
myself because the diversity of her racial
backgrounds adds variety to our citizen-
ship. I do not think we need apologize
for the large percentage of persons of
Polynesian and Oriental background
who make up Hawaii's population.
There is also a large percentage of per-
sons whose ancestry and race go back
to the continental United States, and
they have succeeded in extending Amer-
ican ideals and culture into the Pacific,
and in indoctrinating the orientals and
others with our ideals and our outlook.

I look forward to celebrating the final
admission of Hawaii as our 50th State
before the end of this year. The admis-
sion of Hawaii will make our Union com-
plete, and will announce to the world
that we practice what we preach.

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, T
yvield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Can-
FIELD].

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, on
this day I shall cast my fourth vote for
Hawaiian statehood. I supported the
statehood bills passed by our body in
1947, 1950, and 1953.

It now appears that the hope expressed
by President Eisenhower in his state of
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the Union message last January will be
realized. The President then said:

-May I voice the hope that before my term
of office is ended I shall have the opportunity
and the great satisfaction of seeing the 50th
star in our national flag.

As long as 1,000 years ago, Polynesians
from the South Pacific were attracted to
the volecanic mountain tops known as the
Hawaiian Islands. Over the years trad-
ers, adventurers, missionaries, and set-
tlers from the east and west made their
homes in Hawaii in the melting-pot tra-
dition so dear to Americans. Nearly 120
years ago the kingdom adopted its first
constitution, one modeled along Ameri-
can lines. Since 1900 the Hawaiian
Islands have been a strategic territory.
Can we ever forget Pearl Harbor? Or
the valor of Hawaii's Japanese-Ameri-
cans on battlefields? The saga of self-
sacrifice which the Nisei wrote in Europe
and Korea has been matched, perhaps,
but not exceeded.

It is abundantly evident that Hawaii
has met all the traditional requirements
for admission to statehood. Her people
have demonstrated an abiding faith in
the principles of democracy, and her
electorate has made clear its earnest de-
sire for statehood. Hawaiian people and
resources alike are recognized to be more
than capable of supporting a State
government.

I acknowledge that Hawaii would enjoy
disproportionate representation in the
U.S. Senate. But there is precedent here.
The Connecticut compromise, whereby
representation in the Senate was to be
equal for all States while House repre-
sentation was to be based on population,
was a practical solution to a very real
problem. Hawaii's lone voice in the
House would be all but muted when com-
peting with, say, the 43 distinguished
Representatives from the sovereign State
of New York.

I am not among those who are horri-
fied by the prospective transfer of a por-
tion of each State’s rightful voting power
in the Senate to the State of Hawalii.
Perhaps I should be if the people of
these United States took more seriously
their own voting obligations. Two-
fifths of the eligible eitizens in this coun-
try never bother to vote. And this fig-
ure, representing the national ratio, is
very high compared to the percentages
in some of our States. In one State, in
the presidential election of 1956, only
22.1 percent of the potential voters con-
descended to show up at the polls. I
doubt rather seriously that the people of
this State would be concerned over any
transfer of voting power.

And it is fairly obvious that mere size
has never guaranteed greatness. The
long roll of distinguished Senators in our
history contains, I suggest, as many
names from the smaller States as from
the larger.

Hawaii is too small? It has more land
area than Rhode Island, Delaware, or
Connecticut, and more people than Ver-
mont, Wyoming, Delaware, or Neveda.
It would make as much sense to say that
these States should be abolished.

A frequently mentioned fear is that
Hawaii the State would become a Com-
munist outpost. Only last month the
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House Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee concluded that—

Statehood will provide a suitable and ef-
fective political structure through which the
people of Hawall can and will hasten the
destruction of the last vestiges of Commu-
nist influence.

Mr. Chairman, by making Alaska our
49th State and now following through
with Hawaii our 50th State, bringing to
their people the full privileges of citizen-
ship, we are engaging in an act which
can only have wholesome repercussions
throughout the world, especially in those
lands where real freedom is still only a
hope far from reality.

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. SmTH].

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr, Chair-
man, it is not my intention to try to
convinee anybody to vote for or against
this particular bill, because in all fair-
ness, in all honesty, I cannot say that I
know exactly how to vote on this par-
ticular bill. It is a unique situation in-
deed. For the first time in our history
we are now faced with the possibility,
and undoubtedly it will pass, of adding
some islands and making them a State
of the United States of America.

I wish I had a crystal ball so I could
look into it and see what would happen
a year, 5 years, or 16 years from now if
Hawalii is made a State, or what would
happen if it is not made a State. I
voted against statehood for Alaska. As
of now, I do not know whether I was
correct in voting against Alaska. Only
time will tell, but certainly as time goes
on, if we have to subsidize Alaska and
give them special benefits that the other
States in the United States do not have,
then my vote was right. If they go ahead
and take their place as the 49th State
equal with the other 48 States, then my
vote was wrong.

When we talk about H.R. 3, HR. 10,
and such measures as that, I have little
difficulty, because I am for those meas-
ures; but in this one I find myself in a
little bit of confusion. One of the rea-
sons happens to be that I, too, went to
Honolulu this year along with the com-
mittee, not as a member of the commit-
tee but strictly for pleasure. I talked
to a lot of people over there and did not
find any tremendous desire among the
people to become a State. Some thouzht
they should, some thought they should
not, some thought they should wait.
But I did not find any overwhelming
opinion among all the people that they
should become the 50th State.

A number of years ago I was a spe-
cial agent of the FBI and, along with
other agents, was selected to conduct a
special investigation to determine wheth-
er or not Harry Bridges was a member of
the Communist Party. Many of us spent
several months in determining that fact,
and found out that he actually had been
a member of the Communist Party.
Another agent and myself were the ones
who obtained the statement from the
individual who took Harry Bridges into
the Communist Party and gave him his
card and attended meetings with him.
Subsequent thereto, hearings were held,
as you know, and Bridges was ordered
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deported. But later changes were made.
I well realize as a matter of history,
should he go back to his associations
with Hall and follow the same prineciples
we know he had some years ago, we may
be faced with some problems. I hope
he does not do that if we make Hawaii
a State.

I rather anticipate this bill will be
passed and Hawaii will be made a State.
The 86th Congress will probably be long
remembered for this action rather than
any other action that is taken in this
session. So I say that in casting our
vote, I hope that I for one will vote so
that the people of Hawaii will best be
helped and the people of the United
States will best be helped in this his-
torie vote here today.

Mr. OBRIEN of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr, RoOGERS].

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I am not laboring under any
delusions. I realize this is nothing more
than a delaying action, and I want you
to know I am not doing it for the
purpose of delaying these proceedings.
Of course, we could have objected to the
substitution of the Senate bill for the
House bill. But, we are doing this for
the purpose of making a record on an
issue which I think will be called to the
attention of the Members of the Congress
and to the attention of the people of the
United States within the confines of the
48 States—mind you, I did not say 49
States, for a number of years not today.
Now, as you know, last year we took in
Alaska. Iopposed that as did some other
members of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs. When we convened
this time, as we had anticipated, Hawaii
was waiting on the line. No hearings
were held before the subcommittee. We
went right into the full committee and
started hearings in order to speed the
matter up. Actually, it was because the
ice had been broken in a new political era
or area—whichever you want to eall it—
and we moved forward to bring Hawaii
in. What will be up next February or
next January or the following January
no one knows. But, I think in all fair-
ness to the Members of the Congress who
are moving forward in that direction,
they ought to recognize the fact that
we should anticipate that other terri-
tories will be coming in in the next few
years. Where we are going to stop, I do
not know. It must be somewhere.

But, Mr. Chairman, I want to talk to
you about just a few of the things that I
think are important as we move into this
new so-called political area. First, I
want to say this. There have been at-
tempts all during the hearings and in the
previous discussions and debate on
statehood bills to bring personalities into
it. I have been in Congress since 1951
and we have had the Hawaiian bill and
the Alaskan bill up so many times that I
cannot remember the exact number.
Much has been said in an effort to bring
personalities and inject personalities and
hatred into this thing, and I want to
make the record clear on that right now
that so far as I am concerned and the
others with whom I have been associated
in opposition to this bill, that we have
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had no ill feeling toward anyone in Alas-
ka or Hawaii. As a matter of fact, if
you will permit me to say it now, I think
the Alaskan people probably can claim
the right to a pioneer status that is prob-
ably unequaled in the history of the
world. They are fine people and cer-
tainly none of us have anything against
them, and I think the Hawaiian people
and all the people who make up the citi-
zenry of the Hawaiian Islands so far as
I know have been wonderful people.
They have never mistreated me and I
have looked upon them as fine human
beings as I do upon all other people, and
I do not think we ought to get this de-
bate off on anything like personalities or
hatred or any such thing.

Mrs. BLITCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield.

Mrs. BLITCH. Would the gentleman
be inclined to agree with the gentle-
woman from Georgia that the real dan-
ger in this legislation is that really we
are not sowing the seeds, but rather we
are laying the foundation for a philoso-
phy that is entirely foreign to the origi-
nal concept of these United States—a
philosophy that really embodies that
concept of one worldism that was pro-
mulgated not in recent years, but as we
have been told and has been pointed out
to us, was advocated by certain individ-
uals as long ago as fifty or sixty or one
hundred years. Does that not express
the gentleman's objections to this bill?

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. May I say to
the gentlewoman, I think if the con-
cept that is being followed in bringing
in these Territories and these far-flung
lands is carried out to its logical conclu-
sion, I do not see how anyone can success-
fully argue against a man who accuses
us of indulging in one worldism. I think
that is exactly right.

Mrs. BLITCH. I thank the gentle-
man. I wish to state, since he has given
me the opportunity to do so, that that
is my greatest objection to the granting
of statehood to Hawaii.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the
gentlewoman from Georgia.

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr, SAYLOR. I would like to say at
this point that it has been my pleasure
to serve with the gentleman from Texas
on the Interior Committee for as long
as he has been in Congress. While he
has been an avid opponent of statehood
for Hawaii no one who has been a
member of that committee or a Member
of Congress during that time could ever
accuse the gentleman of not being forth-
right in his position, and there has never
been any hatred or enmity motivating
him. The only reason he opposes it is
because of his philosophy of govern-
ment. Much as I disagree with him, I
can do nothing but respect and admire
t?e gentleman for maintaining his posi-
tion.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the